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Education Block Grant Alters 
State Role And Provides 
Greater Local Discretion 

Ihe Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 consolidated 
$ur~lerous federal programs into the education block grant and 
$tlifted primary adrnlnistrative responsibility to states. States have to 
develop a formula to distribute 80 percent of their block grant funds 
10 local education agencies, which have virtually complete discretion 
I!n deciding the use of funds. While states do not control the vast 
majority of funds, they have wide latitude in using the remaining 20 
percent. 

Enrollment was a key factor for distributing funds to local agencies, 
but the formulas developed by the 13 states GAO visited varied 
greatly. Local education agencies spent over half of their school year 
j 982-83 funds on instructional materials and equipment. Of those 
funds retained by the states, over 55 percent were reportedly used 
for education improvement and support services--essentially the 
same areas that were supported by the prior categorical programs. 

States made limited changes to organizational structures and 
procedures for managing the block grant. Overall, local education 
pfficials viewed the block yrant as a more desirable way of funding 
Education programs, while most interest groups that provided GAO 
information viewed it as less desirable. State officials were divided 
concerning the desirability of the block grant concept over the 
categorical approach. 
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COMPYROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STiTES 

WASHINGTON D.C. 20548 

13- 2 1.44 1, 7 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the 'tlouse of Representatives 

Various committees of the Congress requested that the 
General. Accounting Office review the implementation of the block 
grant.8 created by the Onmibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. 
The enclosed. report provides comprehensive information concern- 
ing the progress Rtatev are maki.ng in implementing the education 
hl ock c~rant . It is one of several reports being issued on block 
g r FL II t; irnp1.ementation. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the appropriate 
Ilouse and Senate committees; the Secretary of Education; the 
Director, Office of Management and Budget: and the governors and 
legislatures of the states we visited. 

of the United States 



EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT ALTERS 
STATE ROLE AND PROVIDES 
GREATER LOCAL DISCRETION 

1‘) I G I3 s T ------ 

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 
substantially changed the administration of var- 
.ious federal domestic assistance programs by 
consolidating numerous federal categorical pro- 
grams into block grants and shifting primary 
administrative responsibility to the states. 
This report focuses on one of those block 
grants --elementary and secondary education--and 
is one of a series GAO is issuing to give the 
Congress a status report on block grant imple- 
mentation. 

GAO Aitl its work in 13 states: California, 
Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, Massachu- 
setts, Michigan, Mississippi, New York, Penn- 
sylvania, Texas, Vermont, and Washington. 
Together these states received 45 percent of the 
national education block grant allocation and 
account for an equivalent portion of the na- 
tion's population. While these states represent 
a diverse cross-section, the results of GAO's 
work cannot be projected for the entire country. 

BLOCK GRANT MERGES NUMEROUS 
PROGRAMS AND ALTERS FUNDING LEVELS 

Major federal involvement in elementary and 
secondary education came in 1965, when the Con- 
gress passed the Elementary and Secondary Educa- 
tion Act. This act doubled federal aid and es- 
tablished programs to help the educationally 
disadvantaged, provide instructional materials, 
promote innovation and research, and assist 
state education agencies. Between 1965 and 1981 
the number of federal programs targeted for 
particular educational needs continued to ex- 
pand. (See pp. 1 and 2.) 

In 1981, Title V, Subtitle D, of the 1981 act 
significantly altered federal education pro- 
grams. Chapter 2 of the act consolidated 38 
categorical programs into the education block 
grant. The objectives of the education block 
grant are to reduce the administrative and 
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paperwork burdens associated with federal pro- 
grams and to give states greater administrative 
responsibility. Also, the education block grant 
authorizes local education agencies to design 
and implement programs assisted with block grant 
funds. (See p. 2.) 

Federal aid distributed to states for the educa- 
tion block grant was $440 million in 1982 and 
$450 million in 1983, down from a total of 
$510 million provided for the categorical pro- 
grams in 1981. However, each state did not ex- 
perience a proportional funding change because 
the block grant introduced a new method for dis- 
tributing funds which differed from the various 
categorical approaches previously used. Between 
1981 and 1983, funding changes in the 13 states 
ranged from a 23-percent increase in Vermont to 
a 35-percent decrease in New York. (See 
PP* 3 and 4.) 

While the block grant legisl tion expanded 
states' administrative involvement, it limited 
their authority to determine how the vast major- 
ity of funds are spent. States are required to 
pass at least 80 percent of their block grant 
allocation to local education agencies, which 
have virtually complete discretion in deciding 
the use of funds. As a result, states' funding 
decisions focused on devising a formula to dis- 
tribute the required funds to local education 
agencies and determining how to use the remain- 
ing 20 percent. (See pp. 9 to 11.) 

STATES ADOPT WIDELY VARYING 
DISTRIBUTION FORMULAS 

The block grant legislation requires states to 
base their distribution formulas on the relative 
enrollment of public and nonpublic students 
within a local education agency's school dis- 
trict. These amounts are to be adjusted to pro- 
vide higher per pupil allocations to local edu- 
cation agencies having the greatest numbers or 
percentages of children whose education imposes 
a higher than average cost, such as children 
living in sparsely populated areas* However, 
the act does not provide an all inclusive list 
of high cost factors. 
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The formulas developed by the 13 states to dis- 
tribute funds to local education agencies varied 
greatly. Enrollment was a key factor in each 
state's formula, but the portion of funds dis- 
tributed based on enrollment ranged from 40 per- 
cent in Massachusetts to 95 percent in Missis- 
sippi for those 10 states where such data were 
available. The 13 states also included at least 
1. of 16 high cost factors in their formulas. 
However, the number of such factors used by 
states varied from one in Massachusetts to six 
in New York. The most frequently used factors 
were numbers of students eligible for federal 
assistance to meet the special needs of certain 
disadvantaged children (five states), population 
sparsity measured by students per square mile 
(five states), and limited English speaking ca- 
pability (five states). (See pp. 11 to 14.) 

ALMOST ALL OF THE 13 STATES 
RETAIN THE MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE 
AMOUNT FOR THEIR OWN USE 

Eleven of the 13 state education agencies re- 
tained the full 20 percent of the states' block 
qrant allocation to use at their own discretion 
in school year 1982-83, and the other 2 states 
retained nearly the full amount. State offi- 
cials estimated that over 55 percent of these 
funds were used for educational improvement and 
support services, such as guidance, counseling, 
and testing programs, which were similar to 
those funded under the prior categorical pro- 
grams. The remaining 45 percent was spread 
across a wide variety of activities. (See 
PP* 15 and 16.) 

Although the 13 states generally retained the 
maximum permissible amount of education block 
grant funds for their own discretionary use, 
8 states did choose to provide a portion of 
these funds to local education agencies and 
other entities. The percentage distributed to 
local education agencies ranged from 5 percent 
of the funds retained by Colorado to 52 percent 
in Texas. In total, the eight states distrib- 
uted over $9 million dollars to local education 
agencies-- 29 percent of the funds they retained 
for discretionary use. (See p. 16.) 
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LOCAL AGENCIES CONTINUE TO SUPPORT 
PRIOR PROGRAM ACTIVITIES -.. 

Local education agencies in the 13 states gen- 
erally used prior categorical and block grant 
funds to support a range of program activities, 
including (1) student support services, such as 
libraries and counseling; (2) classroom instruc- 
tion; (3) staff development, such as on-the-job 
training: (4) curriculum development: (5) stu- 
dent need and/or performance, such as diagnostic 
and proficiency testing; and (6) desegregation- 
related activities (e.g., offering special cur- 
riculums to attract students of different racial 
backgrounds). 

As shown in the following chart, the percentage 
of local education agencies using federal funds 
to support each of these activities increased 
between school years 1981-82 and 1982-83 and 
then remained relatively stable for the 1983-84 
school year. (See pp. 20 and 21.) 

LEA USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS IN 

PROGRAM ACTSVITIES 
SCHOOL YEARS 1981 THRU 1983 

DESEGREGATION ACTIVXTIES - 
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However, the level of support provided to the 
program activities via federal funds changed 
under the block grant. Of the local education 
agencies that used education block grant funds 
to continue to support the same program activi- 
ties during the first year of block grant imple- 
mentation, at least 80 percent said they in- 
creased or maintained their level of support in 
all but one program activity--desegregation. 
About 2 percent of the local education agencies 
supported desegregation activities with prior 
categorical funds and continued to use block 
grant funds for this purpose. More than half of 
these local education agencies decreased their 
level of support. (See p. 22.) 

MOST FUNDS USED FOR INSTRUCTIONAL 
MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT 

Within the program activities, local education 
agencies in the 13 states reported that over 
half of their school year 1982-83 education 
block grant funds were spent on instructional 
materials and equipment, including books, compu- 
ter equipment and programs, and audio-visual 
equipment. As shown below, however, the largest 
single expenditure area was salaries, and the 
larger local education agencies accounted for 
the vast majority of salary expenditures. (See 
pp. 22 and 23.) 

LEAS USE OF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS 
IN SCHOOL YEAR 1982-1983 
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STATES CARRY OUT PROGRAM --" 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES -- 

The administrative involvement states had with 
the prior categorical programs minimized the 
need for major organizational changes under the 
education block grant. The few organizational 
changes made were generally to consolidate cate- 
gorical. program offices. Although different ap- 
proaches and emphases were noted, states were 
carrying out their management role by implement- 
ing federal requirements, monitoring, providing 
technical assistance, collecting data, and ar- 
ranging for audits. (See pp. 25 to 34.) 

Following block grant implementation, according 
to state officials, 9 of the 13 states made 
efforts to standardize or change administrative 
procedures and requirements, 10 spent less time 
and effort preparing applications and reports, 
and 5 improved planning and budgeting. While 
there were numerous indications of administra- 
tive simplification, specific cost savings could 
not be quantified. (See PP. 35 to 41.) 

Overall, 73 percent of the local education agen- 
cies said the education block grant provided 
more flexibility in allocating funds and setting 
priorities. Fifty-eight percent said state- 
imposed requirements were less burdensome, while 
4 percent viewed the requirements as more bur- 
densome. The remaining 38 percent viewed the 
state-imposed requirements as equally burdensome 
as those imposed under ,the prior federal cate- 
gorical programs. (See pp- 37 and 38,) 

LIMITED INVOLVEMENT IN PROGRAM DECISIONS 
BY STATE OFFICIALS AND LEGISLATURES 

State education agency officials believe there 
has been increased involvement with federal edu- 
cation funds by some governors and the majority 
of legislatures. Overall, however, their level 
of involvement is low when compared with other 
bloc'k grants because most state education agen- 
cies are independent of gubernatorial or legis- 
lative control. Chief school officers in 11 of 
the 13 states are elected or appointed by a 
separate board of education and do not report to 
the governor. (See pp. 42 to 45.) 
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SATISFACEslION WITH STATE EFFORTS --- 
TO OBTAIN PUBLIC INPUT VARIES - 

States used several. methods to obtain citizen 
input on how to use and distribute education 
block grant funds. Twelve reported holding exe- 
cutive or legislative hearings, and all 13 made 
draft plans available for public comment. Also, 
each state reported making great use of state 
advisory committees. (See pp. 46 to 49.) 

Interest group satisfaction with state efforts 
to obtain input varied. Although not a repre- 
sentative sample of all the concerned public 
interest groups, about 64 percent of those who 
provided GAO information were satisfied with 
their access to state officials. Also, most 
groups reported satisfaction with the composi- 
tion and role of advisory committees. However, 
most were dissatisfied with the availability of 
information before hearings" Interest groups 
that participated in different aspects of the 
public input process, such as testifying at 
hearings, were more satisfied than those not 
actively involved. Also, the interest groups 
were almost evenly split in their satisfaction 
with state responses to their key concerns. 
(See pp. 50 to 53.) 

OVERALL wnux3xmNs DIFFER 

Overall, Local education agency officials viewed 
the block grant as more flexible and less bur- 
densome than the prior programs and found it to 
be a more desirable way of funding education 
programs. TIowever , state education officials' 
opinions were more mixed. 

Of the 11 states where education officials pro- 
vided their views, six states reported that the 
block grant was a more desirable funding mecha- 
nism than the prior categorical programs. These 
same 0fficial.s generally said that the block 
grant was more flexible and less burdensome than 
the prior categoricals. In the other five 
states, one official saw no difference between 
the block grant and the categorical approach, 
while four believed the block grant was less 
desirable. One state attributed this to the 
limitations placed on the states’ ability to 
control the local use of funds. (See pp. 53 
to 54.) 
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Sixty-four percent of the interest groups that 
provided GAO information viewed the block grant 
as a less desirable method of funding education 
programs, while 21 percent found it preferable, 
The remaining 15 percent viewed the block grant 
and categorical approaches as equal. Dissatis- 
fied interest groups were primarily those that 
believed state decisions on the allocation and 
use of funds had adversely affected the groups 
or individuals they represented. (See pa 54.) 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

Department of Education officials commented 
that this report provided useful information on 
state implementation of the education block 
grant. They provided oral comments, which were 
generally limited to technical matters, and 
these were incorporated, where appropriate, in 
this report. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION -- 

The I")rnnihus rjudget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Public Law 
97-35) substantially changed the administration of various fed- 
c?rtll. rlornestic assistance programs by consolidating numerous fed- 
eral categorical programs into block grants and shifting primary 
?hc.Jminj.strative responsibility to the states. Of the nine block 
q.rilnts enacted, four .relate to health services, one to social 
services, one to low income energy assistance, one to education, 
one to community development, and one to community services. 

The 1981 act gives states rnore administrative control for 
ri"l1 the programs consolidated into the block grant. Generally, 
it permits states to, within certain legislated limits, deter- 
mine programmatic needs, set priorities, allocate funds, and 
establislrl oversight mechanisms. Since the act was passed, the 
cIlongress, as well as the public and private sectors, has been 
greatly interested in how the states have exercised their addi- 
tional discretion and what changes the block grant approach has 
held for services provided to the people. In August 1982, we 
provided the Conqress an initial assessment of the 1981 legisla- 
tion in our report entitled Early Observations on Block Grant 
Jmplsmentation (GAO/GGD-82-79, Aug. 24, 1982). 

Subsequently, we embarked on a program designed to provide 
the Congress with a series of comprehensive, updated reports on 
states ' implementation of these programs. This report addresses 
the implementation of the elementary and secondary education 
block grant, commonly referred to as "Chapter 2." Previously 
i.ssue(l reports in our block grant series are listed in 
appendix I. 

BACKGROUND OF THE ELEMENTARY ---- 
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAM 

A major change in federal aid to education came in 1965, 
when the Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (11:SEA) l The original legislation authorized programs of 
fetleral. assistance in five titles: (1) Title I --Educationally 
I7eprivetl Children; (2) Title II --School Library Programs; (3) 
rr it 1 c-3 7: 1: J --Supplementary Education Centers and Services; (4) 
Title IV --Educational Research and Training; and (5) Title V-- 
Strengthening State Education Agencies. The act doubled the 
Et.?(leral share of elementary and secondary education expenditures 
ant3 cstabLishet1 a new pattern of intergovernmental relationships 
in education. Programs were funded to aid the educationally 
(iisartvantaged, provide instructional materials, promote educa- 
tional innovation, support educational research, and assist 
stiite education agencies (SEAs). 
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1.n the last two decades, the federal qovernment has ex- 
pantlel its commitment to elementary and secondary education by 
increasing federal funds from $477 million in 1960 to $8 billion 
in 1981 . These funds have been primarily earmarked for specific 
c.:ill:.egories I such as vocational. education, consumer education, 
ilnd metric education. 

HD1JCATION CONSOLIDATION ..1.--.-- 
AND IMPRCWEMENT ACT OF 1981 m,.-- -- -_-- 

TitLe V of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 
relates to education programs. Subtitle D, referred to as the 
F"+lrxc;i~t:i.on Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981, sig- 
nificantly affected elementary and secondary education programs. 
C:h:ipt-er 1 of ECIA replaced Title 1 of ESEA, and Chapter 2 con- 
soLi.tlatecl 38 categorical education programs authorized under the 
relnaining titles of ESEA as well as certain other programs into 
a block grant program.1 

The broad objectives of Chapter 2 are to reduce administra- 
tive and paperwork burdens, support the educational needs and 
priorities of SEAS and local education agencies (LEAS), transfer 
responsibility for program administration from the federal gov- 
(zTrment to SEAS, and vest responsibility for the design and im- 
plementation of programs assisted under Chapter 2 to LEAS. The 
consolitlation was effective on July 1, 1982, for all but the 
I~ollow Through Program, which was to be phased into the consoli- 
elation by October 1, 1984. 

To receive funds, a state must file an application with the 
Secretary of Education which (1) designates the SEA as the 
agency responsible for administering and supervising activities 
supported with block grant funds; (2) provides for consultation 
between the SEA and the state advisory committee (SAC) appointed 
1)y the governor; (3) sets f orth the planned allocation of funds 
reserved for state use; (4) provides for the dissemination of 
inforrnati.on about fund use and advisory committee recommenda- 
t ions ; (S) provides for an annual evaluation of programs begin- 
nin<J in fiscal year (FY) 1984; and (6) contains assurance of 
compliance with federal law. The state must also agree to keep 
such records and provide such information as the Secretary of 
Is:tlucation may reasonably require for fiscal audit and program 
evil1 uat.ion , and assure it will not influence the LEAS' decision- 
making process regarding the expenditure of funds. 

IBase(1. on the Office of Management and Budget's September 22, 
1.981, 'Listing of Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Pro- 
'1 rains replaced entirely or in part by the block grant. (See 
app. II.) 
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For an LEA to receive Chapter 2 funds, it must file an ap- 
r>li,cation with the SEA which (1) sets forth the planned alloca- 
t.i.(:,n of funds among Subchapters A, R, and C of Chapter 2 and for 
autllorizetl programs which it intends to support: (2) provides 
assurance that private, nonprofit scJ~oo1 students will receive 
arl equitable share of block grant funds; and (3) provides for 
systematic consultation primarily with parents, teachers, and 
tl,~Jlrr,i,.t?iatrati.ve personnel . The LEA must also agree to maintain 
rjtlctt records and provide such information as the SEA may 
reixsonably require for fiscal audit and program evaluation. 

Doth SEAS and LEAS have virtually complete discretion con- 
cerning how to use their share of education block grant funds. 
TJley may support activities under one or all three broad cate- 
gories referred to as subchapters. These subchapters include 
(2) Subchapter A-- Rasic Skills Development: (2) Subchapter I3-- 
Jfducational Improvement and Support Services: and (3) Sub- 
chapter C-- Special Projects. (See pp. 14 and 15.) 

FUNDING OF ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

Table 1.1 shows the trend in total federal, state! and 
local support for education programs between school year (SY) 
1,9Rl-02 and SY 1983-84. As the table shows, the block grant 
comprises a very small portion of the total funds available. 
When considering just federal funds available for education, the 
block grant accounts for about 5 percent. 

Table 1.1 

I&al Funding for Elementary and Secondary 
mucation Prourams 

SY 1981-82 
Percent 

Arrnunt of total 

(billions) 

state $ 55.10 48.6 
ILEa 50.00 44.0 
132m'k grant .51a "4 
Other 

federal 7.92 7.0 

$113.53 100.0 
- 

SY 1982-83 
Percent 

lhrxxlnt of total 

(billions) 

$ 58.33 48.4 
53.95 44.8 

.44 .4 

7.71 6.4 

$120.43 100.0 

SY 1983-84 - 
Percent 

Am>unt of total 

(billions) 

$ 62.57 49.0 
56.82 44.5 

.45 .4 

7.75 6.1 

$127.59 100.0 

%unding for SY 1981-82 represents total funding for the categorical programs 
ccnsoJ.idated into the education block grant. 
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Al. so, t:~hl.e l..l. shows that as combined federal funds declined 
from 7.4 to 6.5 percent of total funding over the 1981-83 
period, state and local funds maintained or increased their 
Rhii rt? 0E total funding. 

13l.ock grant implementation brought an approximate 
1.2-percent decrease in funding from the categorical programs' 
level s * but that decrease was not distributed equa1l.y to the 
states. For the 13 states in our review, state allocations 
varier1 considerably, ranging from a 23-percent increase in 
Vermc:,nt to a 35-percent decrease in New York, as shown in ap- 
pentlix IIT: l The variation was partly attributed to (1) the in- 
stitution of a single method for determining the amounts to be 
distributed as compared to the various approaches used under the 
prior categorical programs and (2) provisions in the block grant 
l.egiwl.ntion requiring minimum state funding levels. 

Under Chapter 2, the Secretary must distribute 93 percent 
of the funds appropriated to the states. Of the remaining 
7 percent, 6 percent is to be used to fund the Secretary's dis- 
cretionary program and 1 percent is to be used to make al..lot- 
ments to territories and possessions. The Secretary's discre- 
tionary fund supports activities that would help SEAs and LF:As 
improve elementary and secondary school programs. Part of the 
fund must be used to support three2 mandated programs: (I) the 
Inexpensive K3ook Distribution Program, (2) the Arts in Education 
I'ruyram, and (3) the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Program. 
Tn addition, the Congress has directed the Secretary to continue 
support for the National Diffusion Network and to conduct evalu- 
ations ant1 studies of Chapter 2. As shown below, the total 
<amount of funds available for the Secretary's discretionary pro- 
gram has increased slightly since block grant implementation. 

Secretary's Discretionary Fund 

FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 

-----------------(miLlions)------------------ 

Mandated programs $10.7 $10,7 $10.7 $12.5 
Other projects 14.8 17.5 18.0 16.2 -- 

Total $25.5 $28.2 $28.7 $28.7 

2Public Ilaw 98-312, dated June 12, 1984, added the law-related 
education program that was formerly authorized by part G of 
7'itl.e III, ESEA. This program provides funds for educational 
programs that enable students to become informed about the 
legal. process and system and its fundamental principles. 

4 



Olhl M.:‘L’LVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY --."--__-___ -- - 

Our primary objective in work on all block grants is to 
provide the Congress with comprehensive reports on the states' 
progress in implementing them. The information presented in 
this report was developed for the purpose of describing the 
status of the education block grant implementation and was not 
i.ntencie{l to evaluate states' effectiveness in devising or manag- 
i.ny programs. To do that, as shown on the map on the following 
pi1LJe, we r'litl our work in 13 states: California, Colorado, 
I;"lori.(la, Iowa, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, 
New York8 Pennsylvania, Texas, Vermont, and Washington, These 
states were selected to attain geographic balance and to include 
states with (1) differing fiscal conditions and varying ranges 
oE per capita incomes, (2) varying degrees of involvement by 
etnte executive and legislative branches in overseeing and ap- 
propriating federal funds, and (3) varying education delivery 
systems. At least 1 state was selected in every standard fed- 
eral region, and in total, the 13 states accounted for approxi- 
mately 45 percent of all block grant funds and an equivalent 
portion of the nation's population. In addition, these states 
received about 45 percent of the education block grant funds 
tlistributetl and accounted for 38 percent of the nation's LEAS. 
Al. so, according to public school enrollment data, 11 of the 
20 Largest school districts in the nation are located in the 
13 states. Our sample of 13 states was a judgmental selection 
anti not intended for projection purposes. 

Our review focused on how states are implementing the edu- 
cation block grant and what changes, particularly those related 
to the block yrant, have occurred since the consolidation of the 
prior categorical programs. Information was obtained at three 
levels: Department of Education headquarters, the state, and 
LEAS. 

At the federal level, we obtained financial data for fiscal 
years 1981, 1982, and 1983 and certain program information. 
A 1.. SC:, , we discussed with headquarters officials the Department's 
policies for implementing and monitoring the program. 

At the state and local levels, we used a wide variety of 
data collection instruments and approaches to obtain information 
Ercm two overall sources : (1) individuals or organizations re- 
sponsible for or having an interest in a single block grant and 
(2) _(' Ln<i .( uals or organizations responsible for or having an l'vil 
interest in multiple block grants. These instruments were de- 
signet1 to gather consistent information across states and across 
block grants where reasonable and practical. 
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The first set of information sources included state program 
officials responsible for administering the education block 
grant anA LEA officials. The instruments we used to obtain in- 
formation from these sources were a state program officials 
questionnaire, financial information schedules, a state audit 
guide, a local education officials questionnaire, and an 
administrative cost guide. 

Almost identical versions of the program officials ques- 
tionnaire and administrative cost guide were used for all block 
grants. The other three instruments had to be tailored to each 
block grant because of differences in the types of programs and 
services provided under each block grant and the manner in which 
financial information had to be collected. 

To gather information on the education block grant on LEAS, 
we mailed a questionnaire to a representative sample of the 
5,500 LEAS with enrollments exceeding 50 students located in the 
13 states. Our sample was designed so that the results could be 
projected to all LEAS in the 13 states with a sampling error 
that did not exceed t-3 percent at a 95-percent confidence level. 
(See app. IV.) 

The second set of information sources included representa- 
tives from the governor's office, various officials from the 
state legislature, and public interest groups. To obtain infor- 
mation from these sources, we used questionnaires which gener- 
ally asked about the respondents' specific experience with block 
grants and obtained perceptions concerning the block grant con- 
cept. 

The questionnaires sent to public interest groups solicited 
their views concerning how the state in which the group is lo- 
cated had implemented and administered the block grant. We 
identified interest groups through several sources, such as 
about 200 national level organizations; staff from a private 
organization with extensive knowledge about block grants--the 
Coalition on Block Grants: and officials in the states we 
visited. Although not a representative sample of all concerned 
public interest groups, we mailed out 1,662 questionnaires and 
received 786 responses, of which 179 indicated having at least 
some knowledge of their state's implementation of the education 
block grant. 

A detailed discussion of the content, source of informa- 
tion, and method of administration for each data collection 
instrument is included in appendix V. Our work was done in 
accordance with GAO's "Standards for Audit of Governmental 
Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions." 
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A"lI. questionnaires were pretested and subjected to external 
review pr i,or" to their use. The extent of pretest and review 
Vi.! K” iccl , I)ut in each cage one or more knowledgeable staff offi- 
c i.iiI s or other organizations provided their comments concerning 
t..htl? c~ucsti.trnnaire or completed the questionnaire and discussed 
1 heir observations with us, 

our Fi.el.dwork on the education block grant was primarily 
c::arrietl out between October 1983 and June 1984. At the conclu- 
~3 icrn r,f: our: work, a summary was prepared containing the data 
(Ieve l,opt?~'l , using the financial information schedules, the pro- 
(jriirr~ crfEici.als questionnaire, and the state audit guide. We 
i>u:i.~f~~l state officials on the information contained in the sum- 
~rrrlry ~)Ku'I gave them an opportunity to comment on its accuracy and 
c~'txrlpl r?t,oncas. 9ur summaries were modified, where appropriate, 
b;~s~~l on the comments provided by state officials l The final 
su1117ni1 r i. e 9 , together with information received directly from 
'3uc?st..i.r~~inairt~ respondents, were used to prepare this report. 

AtXditionally , we obtained information on state plans for 
ilur1i.t incj program expenditures, Because states were just begin- 
ni.ng their audits at the time of our fieldwork, it was too early 
to evaluate the adequacy of the audits l Therefore, we concen- 
t:.r;~terl on determining the status of state efforts to arrange for 
auf i t.8 of block grant funds . 

The Fol.lowing chapters focus on how funds were used under 
zlhc! erlucation block grant, the changes that have been made at 
t;he St-ate and LlSA l.evels, the changes that have been made to 
r;t,;~te organ$.zati.on and management, as well as the extent to 
which (2,i_tiz)?;Ons, state elected officials, and interest groups 
have I)een i.nvol.ved in processes that led to decisions on how 
t)lock grant. funds would be used. 



CHAPTER 2 

STATES' DECISIONS INCLUDE -- 

DETERMINING FUNDING PRIORITIES 

AND FUND DISTRIBUTION 

Chapter 2 of ECIA gives states greater involvement in 
administering elementary and secondary education programs than 
t"he prior categorical programs. However, even though they have 
assumed greater administrative responsibility, they are required 
to pass 80 percent of the state's Chapter 2 allocation on to 
LEAS) which have virtually complete discretion on how to use the 
funds . As a result, state program decisions primarily focus on 
determining how to use the retained funds and devising a formula 
to distribute Chapter 2 funds to LEAS. 

Almost all the states are retaining for their own use the 
maximum atnount of funds permitted by law--20 percent. These 

funds are being used to support program activities which are 
essentially consistent with the state boards of education 
priorities and are similar to those funded under the prior 
categorical programs. Also, states have developed a wide 
variety of distribution formulas which are essentially based to 
varyi.ng degrees on enrollment. 

STATES' USE OF RETAINED CHAPTER 2 
FUNDS REFLECTS OVERALL 
STATE EDUCATION PRIORITIES -- 

Al,though Chapter 2 expanded state involvement in federally 
funded education programs, the block grant legislation limits 
state authority over planning how the majority of funds will be 
used. Each state is responsible for developing a formula for 
distributing at least 80 percent of its Chapter 2 allocation to 
LEAs (see pp. 11 to 14); however, the SEA is prohibited from 
specifying or influencing how LEAS spend the funds. As a re- 
suit, SEAs can determine the use of only the Chapter 2 funds 
they retain-- up to 20 percent. 

Officials in 9 of the 13 states told us that state deci- 
sions on how to use their share of the Chapter 2 funds were in- 
cluded in the overall state education planning process. Offi- 
cials in these states indicated that they generally followed 
priorities developed for state-funded activities in determining 
the use of their por-tion of the Chapter 2 funds. 

Also, in 10 of the 13 states the priorities determined 
through the planning process were consistent with state board of 
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erlucation priorities. For exampl.e, one objective of Colorado's 
use of retained block grant funds was to support state board of 
education priorities not being met by state or federal categori- 
cal programs, Similarly, one objective of New York's use of re- 
tained Chapter 2 funds was to address priorities established by 
the Board of Regents, such as extending educational services to 
populations with special needs. Tn Massachusetts, the state 
portion of the Chapter 2 funds was used for staff salaries. 
This enabled the SEA to continue some programs and operations 
previously funded by the prior categorical grants and adopted by 
the state board as priorities. 

Although state decisions on how to use retained Chapter 2 
funds are included in the overall state planning process, each 
state's governor appointed a SAC as required by law to advise 
the SEA on the use of Chapter 2 funds. As discussed on page 46, 
the SACS had a major role in developing states' distribution 
formulas and in deciding how to use the states' portions of 
Chapter 2 funds. 

States considered a number of factors when establishing 
priorities for using their portion of the Chapter 2 funds, as 
shown in chart 2.1. The majority of states considered the most 
important factors to be changes in the level of federal block 
grant funding and the desire to integrate their portion of the 
Chapter 2 funds with the priorities of state-funded programs. 

CHART 2.1 

liil 
wtt?AT 
VERY w?wr 

PROGRAM OFFICIALS’ OPINIONS ABOUT SELECTED 
FACTORS THAT WERE OF GREAT IMPORTANCE IN 

SETTING CHAPTER 2 PRIORITIES 

CHANGES IN FUNDING LEVEL 

INTEQRATE UITH STATE PRIORITIES 

PROGRAMS FOR PROTECTED GROUPS 

SERVE TAR[iETED BROUPS 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 
NUMBER OF STATES 
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At the time the education block grant was implemented, all 
states experienced changes in the level of federal funds avail- 
nb1.c as compared to levels of funds provided under the prior 
categorical programs. (See p. 4.) As a result of such changes 
in Fecleral. funding, three SEAS told us they increased the use of 
st.at:e funding to support activities not funded with Chapter 2 
Eur1t3.s. For example, in New York, the state legislature in- 
creased its funding of magnet schools1 from $7 million to 
$13 mi.L.Lion between 1983 and 1984 to help offset the decrease in 
suL)port for desegregation activities (see p. 14). In the 
rcm;l,i.ni.ng 10 states, officials reported that no state funds were 
used to support education programs included in the block grant 
during the first 2 years following implementation. 

Aside from changes in funding levels, program officials 
sai(3 that the desire to integrate block grant funds with state- 
Funde(l program priorities was an important factor in using their 
portion of Chapter 2 funds. For example, a Michigan official 
explainetl that the state has the flexibility to use block grant 
funcls as a source for state programs. Pennsylvania officials 
sa.i(l that they had used prior categorical funds for normal LEA 
planning purposes, including needs assessments and monitoring, 
and had decided to complete the funding of the current planning 
period with Chapter 2 funds. 

STATES ' DISTRIBUTION FORMULAS l"---ml 
VARY GREATLY .-1_--I---" 

SW& are required to distribute at least 80 percent of 
their Chapter 2 funds to LEAS. The distribution is to be based 
on the relative enrollment of public and nonpublic students 
within an LEA's school district, adjusted to provide higher per 
pupi'l. alLocations to LEAS having the greatest numbers or per- 
centages of children whose education imposes a higher than aver- 
age c:ost " The block grant legislation provides examples of 
chil.clren that are regarded as "high cost": children from low- 
income farniL ies , children living in economically depressed urban 
anrl rural. areas, and children living in sparsely populated 
i'l r IA ii 53 " * These examples are not all inclusive, however, and each 
SKA c!an identify its own high cost factors to be included in its 
formula" 

LA magnet school is a school or education center that offers a 
sL)eciaL curriculum capable of attracting substantial numbers of 
stuclents of different racial backgrounds. 
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To comply with this requirement, all 13 states developed 
distribution formulas for use during SY 1982-83, and 12 states 
used the same farmula for SY 1983-84, New York amended its for- 
mula by reducing from 8 to 6 percent a set aside for districts 
operating special programs to overcome racial isolation and 
poverty e 

All 13 states except Florida used a separate formula to 
distribute education block grant funds to LEAS. Florida essen- 
tially used the same formula used to distribute state education 
funds because it was believed to be an equitable method for dis- 
tributing Chapter 2 funds. Basically, it included such factors 
as (1) total full-t' Ime equivalent student membership of each 
program by school and district, (2) program cost factors based 
on relative cost differences between programs, and (3) district 
cost differentials. 

Although Vermont used a separate formula to distribute 
Chapter 2 funds to LEAS, the formula was not developed specifi- 
cally for the block grant. Vermont used the formula originally 
employed to distribute funds under the Instructional Material 
and School Library Resources categorical program. Program offi- 
cials stated that they saw no need to change the formula since 
it was in place, working relatively well, and understood by the 
LEAS. 

The Chapter 2 distribution formulas varied greatly among 
the 13 atates. While all were based on enrollment as required 
by the block grant legislation, the percentage of Chapter 2 
funds distributed to LEAS based on this factor varied greatly. 
For 10 of the 13 states where data were available, the percent- 
age of funds distributed based on enrollment ranged from 40 per- 
cent in Massachusetts ta 95 percent in Mississippi. Table 2.1 
shows the percentage of Chapter 2 funds distributed based on en- 
rollment versus the amount distributed based on the high cost 
factors included in the formulas. 
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Table 2.1 

Percent of Funds Distributed Based on 
Enroll$ent and High Cost Factors 

statea .--_~ 

co I.0.radc2 
LOWi 

Kentucky 
Maa3sizehusetts 

Mich ignn 
Mississippi 
Pennsylvania 
TkXilS 

Vermont 
Was11 ington 

Enrollment High cost factors 

83 17 
75 25 
84 16 
40 60 
58 42 
95 5 
60 40 
73 27 
60 40 
50 50 

aThe other three states (California, Florida, and New York) made 
alllotments based on a weighted per-pupil formula whose mathe- 
mnti.c:aL structure does not explicitly identify the percentage 
of funds distributed based on high cost factors and enrollment. 

ALthough the extent to which states used enrollment varied, 
it was the most influential factor in determining the distribu- 
tion of Chapter 2 funds to LEAS in most of the 13 states.. As 
table 2.1 shows, 7 of the 10 states distributed at least 60 per- 
cent of the Chapter 2 funds based on this factor. Nationally, 
idle Department of Education found that during SY 1982-83, 37 
states distributed at least 60 percent of their Chapter 2 funds 
Ir)ase(l on enrollment, with 28 states distributing between 70 and 
90 percent based on this factor. 

In addition to enrollment, states used a wide variety of 
high cost factors in their distribution formulas. The 13 states 
used 16 of 19 high cost factors identified in a nationwide study 
c:ompLetetl by a Department of Education analyst. The factors 
most frequently used were (1) students eligible for Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act Title I funds directed toward educa- 
tiona1.L.y disadvantaged children (five states), (2) sparsity 
(students per square mile) (five states), and (3) limited 
Fcnglish speaking students (five states). These factors were 
general.1~ consistent with those cited in the Department's 
rr;lt.ionwide study as the most frequently used high cost factors. 
Other factors less frequently used included (1) gifted and tal- 
ented students, (2) special education students, and (3) students 
uec(ling basic skill remediation, 

The number of high cost factors used by the 13 states ranged 
from L in Massachusetts to 6 in New York. States offered vari- 
ous reasons why specific high cost factors were included in 
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their formulas. For example" Massachusetts officials said they 
used the Aid to Families with Dependent Children low-income 
index Factor because it tended to concentrate block grant funds 
:i.n older cities most affected by a s,tatewide referendum that re- 
cluced property taxes which support education. Michigan offi- 
ci.;ils wanted to provide funds to agencies with greater educa- 
t.ional. neecls as demonstrated by low achievement scores and to 
agencies in sparsely populated areas because a larger proportion 
cf each school dollar is devoted to nonprogrammatic expenditures 
than in mere densely populated areas. New York officials wanted 
to provide proportionally more assistance to LEAS in greater 
need as reflected by the numbers of certain high cost students, 
such as handicapped students, rural students, and pupils with 
special. educational needs. They also wanted to consider a com- 
munity's wealth based on property values. 

Three states--California, New York, and Michigan--also 
i.nclrxcled a factor to soften the impact of losing categorical 
Eunds from the former Emergency School Aid Act, which supported 
(lesegregation activities and accounted for about 30 percent of 
1:he funtls consolidated into the education block grant. For ex- 
mlp 1 e , to encourage the continuation of desegregation activities 
in SY 1982-83, New York set aside 8 percent of the total LEA al- 
location for (Distribution to districts operating special pro- 
qrarns to overcome racial isolation and poverty. California's 
formula inclucled desegregation factors, such as students in 
milgnet schools, to help minimize the loss of Emergency School 
Ai.d Act money going to 29 school districts funding desegregation 
i~ct:i.vit.ies . 

II'IJNDS RETAINED BY THE SEAS ---... -- 
li:SSEN'I'IALLY SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 

mm--.- 

SIMIJAR TO ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS Il-,".s,-l.-lf-.--.- 

The block grant legislation permits state education agen- 
tics t;o retain up to 20 percent of their state's Chapter 2 allo- 
cation for their own use. The only restriction is that funds 
be useci for activities that are consistent with the purposes of 
Chapter 2 1) These activities, which are outlined in Subchap- 
ters A, '3, and C of the block grant legislation, include: 

Suhchazer A: "-1-1-- --I Basic Skills Development -- 

SEAS can use Chapter 2 funds to develop and im- 
plcment A comprehensive and coordinated program to 
.irnprove elementary and secondary instruction in the 
l)asiic: skills of reading, mathematics, and written and 
(,ral. communication. 
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Subchapter B: Educational Improvement and Support 
Services 

Authorized activities include acquiring school 
library resources, textbooks, and other printed mate- 
rial: developing programs to improve local education 
practices: supporting guidance, counseling, and test- 
ing programs: funding programs and projects to im- 
prove the planning, management, and implementation of 
educational programs by both state and local educa- 
tion agencies; and funding desegregation-related 
activities. 

Subchapter C: Special Projects 

Authorized such programs as training and advisory 
services under Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, using public education facilities as community 
centers, implementing special education programs, and 
preparing students for employment. 

Eleven of the 13 SEAS retained the full 20 percent of the 
state's Chapter 2 allocation for their own use in SY 1982-83. 
In California and Pennsylvania, the SACS recommended that the 
SEAS retain the full 20 percent; however, the. state legislatures 
increased the amount to be distributed to LEAS. As a result, 
the percentages retained were reduced to 19.5 percent for Cali- 
fornia and 17.3 percent for Pennsylvania. In SY 1983-84 all 
SEAS but Pennsylvania and Texas planned to retain 20 percent of 
the state's Chapter 2 allocation. 

In total, the 13 states retained approximately $39 million 
for SEA use in SY 1982-83. Of this amount, SEA officials esti- 
mated that about $3.3 million, or 8 percent, was used to support 
Subchapter A activities, and $2 million, or 5 percent, was used 
to support Subchapter C activities. The balance of $34 million, 
or 87 percent, was used to support Subchapter B activities and 
program administration. Based on available data, the states' 
proposed expenditures for SY 1983-84 among the three subchapters 
remained relatively unchanged. 

State officials estimated that about $21.3 million (55 per- 
cent) of the SY 1982-83 funds were used to support Subchapter B 
activities and about $12.4 million supported administration. 
However, because Subchapter B includes such broadly defined ac- 
tivities as improving the planning, management, and implementa- 
tion of educational programs, SEA officials took different ap- 
proaches in classifying their activities between Subchapter B 
and administration. For example, Michigan and Vermont classi- 
fied most of their state-level funds as administrative expenses. 
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Mi.ssissi.ppi and Washington considered the enti.re 20 percent to 
I>e for ndmi.nistrative expenses, but designated only a portion 
for cictrni.ni.strativs costs and speci.fied that the haLance sup- 
port(:rl Subchapter I3 activities. 

P&cause of the different approaches to classifying block 
grant:. f\~nt'Is as weI as the consolidation of 38 categorical pro- 
(3 riirrls into three broad program categories, it was not practical 
t..t:, compare in detail, t'he use of Chapter 2 funds and prior cate- 
qo.ri.cilL funds. However, SEA officiaLs said they were continuing 
to fun.1 activities similar to those funded under the prior cate- 
rTr,ri.cnL programs. This tended to be supported by nationwide 
cjata cleveLo,ped by the Department of Education which indicated 
that SO percent of Chapter 2 funds retained by the SEAS were 
usetl to support the broad categories of strengthening education 
ager~cy ilctivities, improving local educational practices, pur- 
chasing Library resources and materials, developing basic 
skiLls, and assisting IEAs undergoing desegregation. 

Although the states continued to fund basically the same 
types of activities that were funded under the prior categori- 
c: ii 1. 9 , the extent to which SEAs passed along a portion of their 
2o-percxx~t funds to I;EAs and ot'her educational entities varied. 
Kight of the L3 states used competitive and noncompetitive 
grnrits and contracts to pass through over $9 milLion to T,EAs and 
other cclucational entities in SY 1982-83. 77his represented 
23 T~rcent of the funds retained by the SEAS for use at their 
own discretion. However, the percentage distributed to T,EAs 
range1 From 5 percent in Colorado to 52 percent in Texas. 

For example, the Texas SEA awarded grants to T,EAs totaling 
$2.3 IniLT.ion of its $5.5 million of Chapter 2 funds, specifi- 
caT.ly to support desegregation assistance, teacher centers, and 
the basic skiLls program. Michigan allocated $400,000 (1.L per- 
cxr~t. of its retainecl funds) to continue prior projects and 
j niti..ate irlnovative activities, such as improving school and 
community reLations , that officials believed might not be funded 
hy I,Ivis l California used about $1.5 million (18 percent of its 
rc?tainecL fun(ls) to support local assistance grants and contracts 
Ear such activities as improving youth employment, developing 
comlnul1i.t.y education, and improving academic curriculum. The 
I:'L~~ritla state legislature earmarked about $L.2 mill-ion (38 per- 
cent:. r~f the SEA's Chapter 2 funds) for an elementary foreign 
l;~rrquacTc program to help L,EAs cope with the state's emerging 
econom.~c anal cultural ties with other countries. 

Of the five SEAS that did not pass along their funds to the 
I,KAs in SY 1982-83, four stated that the SEAS' portion of the 
(Ihapter 2 funds was used primarily to support SEA staff and con- 
sul tilnts . Iowa allocated its Chapter 2 funds primarily for 
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stizl..ewi.rle programs. According to Iowa officials, funds for 
tlleue programs were used primarily to pay consultants and curri- 
c:~il.~~rrr specialists. The consultants provided direct services and 
technica'l. assistance to LEAS. 

I)r:ior cateqorical funds used Y--" - - '-- -- 1.11 sameJenera1 areas _ "."-..m.,.-- - 

In atltlition to the Chapter 2 funds, the block grant legis- 
Lation permitted SEAs to retain any FY 1981 prior categorical 
fun(ls unohLigated as of July 1, 1982. The SEAS had until Sep- 
t~;31rlk,er 30 * 1983, to spend these funds and could spend them in 
i'l(l"~:o~!lc~ll('t? with the more flexible requirements of Chapter 2. 

ALthough complete data were not available on the amount of 
carryover funds available in all states, we identified a total 
of $32 miLLion for these states. In eight of these states offi- 
cia1.s reported that at least 84 percent was used to continue 
nctivities similar to those originally supported. For example, 
Massachusetts officials told us they used all $390,000 of their 
carryover funds for administrative purposes and for direct serv- 
ices or technical assistance to LEAS in the same programs funded 
l)eforo t-he block grant. Vermont carried over $91,000, of which 
Il:Lbt,! SL?A retained $53,000, primarily to administer prior cate- 
qol: ~i.c;il program activities. The remaining $38,000 was distrib- 
ut:c?cl to IlEAs for use in the programs for which the funds were 
orrigini-il..ly intended, 

Carryover funds in the other five states were handled dif- 
ferently. For example, New York combined the carryover funds 
with the SEA's 20-percent funds and distributed them among four 
statewide program areas. In Florida, although most carryover 
Euntls were usetl in the same categorical program areas, about 
$700,000 (1.4 percent) was shifted into the Strengthening State 
Krluoation Agency Management Program. 

Because states are required to pass on at least 80 percent 
of the Chapter 2 funds to LEAS, they can plan for using only the 
remaining 20 percent of their Chapter 2 allocation. These funds 
were generaLly used by the 13 states to support priorities that 
~~3rd" consistent with state boards of education priorities. In 
est:.iibl i shi.rhg these priorities, the majority of states considered 
(:1l;ilk("~es i.n the level of federal funding and the wish to inte- 
grate Chapter 2 funds with the priorities of state-funded 
proq 1"ilIrlS as the most important factors. 
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States have developed a wide variety of formulas to dis- 
tribute Chapter 2 funds to LEAs. Although all the formulas are 
based on enrollment, the percentage of Chapter 2 funds distrib- 
uted to LEAS based on enrollment varied greatly among the 
states. States also included a number of different high cost 
factors in their distribution formulas, ranging from one in 
Massachusetts to six in New York. 

Eleven of the 13 SEAs retained the allowable 20 percent of 
the state's Chapter 2 allocation for their own use. Over 55 
percent of these funds were reported used to support broadly de- 
fined Subchapter B activities, which are similar to those funded 
under the prior categorical programs. The extent to which SEAS 
provided a portion of their 20-percent funds to LEAS varied 
among states. Eight SEA8 distributed over $9 million, or 
29 percent of the funds they retained, to LEAS in SY 1982-83, 
whil.e the remaining five did not pass on any of these funds and 
used them to support staff and consultants. 

18 



CHAPTER 3 

LEAS' USE OF CHAPTER 2 

FUNDS VARIES 

Ninety-eight percent of the LEAS in our 13 states received 
Cllapter 2 funds during the first year of the block grant. LEAS' 
c"i6zcisions on how to use Chapter 2 funds involved various groups, 
w.it71 teachers and school administrators playing the greatest 
r-0 1. C! . '['he LEAS tended to continue supporting program activities 
Z..h;.ik~ ha(l heen supported under the prior categorical programs. 
We estimate that LEAS used over 50 percent of their SY 1982-83 
Clhal)ter 2 funds to obtain instructional materials and equipment, 
1)ut. over 25 percent of Chapter 2 funds also were used to support 
s,Ilaries, primarily by large LEAS. 

VARIOUS GROUPS HELP SET --- -- 
l,lU4 FUNDING PRIORITIES - ----.- 

LEA o.fEicials told us that various groups were involved in 
('lecitlir~y how Chapter 2 funds were to be used.l Over 50 percent 
of the LEAs indicated that the following groups were at least 
tnr~lerately involved in setting funding priorities or objectives: 
lr>cnl school boards, teachers, parents, public school adminis- 
t; cdtors , school building advisory committees, and district level 
;lclvi.sory committees. 

According to at least one-third of the LEAS, three of these 
groups were greatly involved in setting funding priorities or 
objectives. Specifically, 90 percent of the LEAS said that 
school administrators were greatly involved, while 58 percent 
!:itetl teachers, and 38 percent listed district level advisory 
commi t tees . 

.L,I'AS PLANNED TO USE .---- 
MOST FUNDS IN SUBCHAPTER B 

To receive Chapter 2 funds, LEAS must file an application 
wit.h the SEA which indicates, among other things, how the LEA 
int;cnrls to use such funds. The legislation gives LEAS virtually 
cotrlplete discretion in determining the use of funds, requiring 
only that; they support activities consistent with the purposes 
of Chapter 2. These activities are essentially the same as 

lSee appent3ixes IV, VI, and VII for a detailed description of 
GAO's survey and sampling methodology and the percentage of LEA 
responses to various survey questions. 
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t;lnse Ir:l~c Si!Xs are permitted to fund and include Basic Skills 
17eve Lopment under S&chapter A, Educational Improvement and Sup- 
port Services under Subchapter B, and Special Projects under 
Subchnpter c * (See ppn 14 and 15 for detailed descriptions of 
programs and activities. ) 

Some 5,700 LEAS, or 98 percent of the LEAS in the 13 
St~t~29, received in total over $155 million in Chapter 2 funds 
c'Xuring SY 1982-83 and $163 million for SY 1983-84. LEAS in 122 
of the 13 states planned to use $9.9 million (8 percent) of SY 
'l302-83 funds to support Subchapter A activities, $99 million 
(Rl percent) to support Subchapter R activities, and $11.7 mil- 
lion (10 percent) to support Subchapter C activities. The re- 
maining $1.5 million (1 percent) was used to administer the 
overall Chapter 2 program, Based on our review of available 
proposed expenditure data for SY 1983-84, this distribution of 
Euntls alnong the three subchapters will continue relatively un- 
changed. 

Within Subchapter R, the LEAS said that they planned to use 
$53 milLion, 54 percent of the funds, to support activities 
simi.lar to those authorized under the prior Instructional Mate- 
rials and Library Resources Program and $25 million, 25 percent 
of the funds, to support activities similar to those authorized 
under the prior Improvement in Local Educational Practices Pro- 
C.J r am . The remaining 21 percent was planned to be spent on vari- 
ous other activities, such as comprehensive guidance, counsel- 
ing, an!3 testing programs. 

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES ----.-.- 
I”IJNI)I’:II KIAVE NOT CHANGED 

LEAs generally reported that they used block grant funds 
to support program activities similar to those supported under 
the prior categorical programs. These activities include 

--student support services (e.g., libraries, counseling, 
anA student enrichment): 

--classroom instruction: 

--staff development or staff support services (e.g., 
in-service or on-the-job training and teacher centers): 

2Cal.iforrzia's Chapter 2 funds are excluded from this discussion. 
The $33.2 mill.ion received by the state was distributed to 
1,100 eligible LEAS, but comprehensive data concerning how LEAS 
pLannet to use these funds were not collected for the first 
year of the block grant. 

20 



--curriculum development; 

--student needs and/or performance assessment (e.g., diag- 
nostic and proficiency test development); and 

--desegregation-related activities (e.g., magnet schools). 

The percentage of LEAs using prior categorical. and Chapter 2 
funds to support these program activities increased between SY 
1981-82 and SY 1982-83 in all six categories and remained rela- 
tively unchanged in SY 1983-84. For example, as chart 3.1 
shows, 51 percent of the LEAs used categorical funds for cl.ass- 
room instruction in SY 1981-82. The portion of LEAS using 
Chapter 2 funds to support these activities increased to 63 per- 
cent in SY 1982-83 and to 64 percent in SY 1983-84. 

CHART 3.1 
LEA USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS IN 

PROGRAM ACTIQITIES 
SCHOOL YEARS 1981 THRU 1983 

3 
DESEGREGATION ACTIVITIES 
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'I'i1t)l.e 3.1 shows the estimated percentage of LEAS in the 13 
23 t: i i t. r? s that. used categorical and h-lock grant funds to support 
t,lrc l)ro<jram activities listed above in both SY 1981-82 and SY 
I 9 8 2 i f3 ‘3 l The table also shows the estimated percentage of those 
I ,lGAs 2..hat. increase~1, maintained, or decreased their level of 
support for the respective activities, In essence, at least 
80 percent trf the I,EAs indicated that they either maintained or 
i.~lcro;~ae~l their level of support in five of the six program ac- 
t: .i. v .i. t 1. c s . In contrast, 57 percent of the LEAS that funded 
clc:n~(lrc?!1i-l,til,n activities--the sixth activity--decreased their 
‘1 CVCI i. 0 f fiUpp~~:t , 

Table 3.1 

Percentage of LEAS that Continued -- 
to SU pport Program Activities 

For 'School Years 1981432 and 1982-83 ----l-_l 

Estimated 

'I'rogram activities .-- . . . . ..-el- ---- 
percentage 

of LEAS 
Level of support 

~nirease 
I_.- 

Same Decrease - .- ~ 

Sturlcnt support 
9 62 r v ie c s 

C.ZI.assroom instruction 
St.aiIE development/ 

support services 
C:urri.culurtr development 
StutIent needs/assessment 
Dese~~reqation-related 

activities 

61 55 29 16 
35 58 28 14 

1. 6 49 31 20 
14 48 37 15 

8 48 38 14 

2 16 27 57 

--I"-I-- ---. --*--.- 
I:NS'r}~l.JC'~'"'IONAL MATRRIALS AND EQUIPMENT - .--"- ---LII-" -- I___ ----~- 

T,P:As i.nclu~3e~3 in our sample said that they were spending 
over 1ral.f of their Chapter 2 funds on instructional materials 
aruj. equipment, inclutling the purchase of kooks and other mate- 
rials, computer equipment and programs, and audio-visual equip- 
men t: . As chart 3.2 shows, LEAS spen-t a total of 55 percent of 
t1rei.r SY L9t32-S3 Chapter 2 funds on instructional materials and 
e~~ui.J~rnent: ; however F the 'i.argest single expenditure area (28 
~rcrcerrt:) was for salaries. 
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I CHART 3.2 
LEAS’ USE OF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS 

I IN SCHOOL YEAR 1982-1983 

NOTEI BOOKS. AUDIO VISUAL, AND COUPUXR ARE INSTRUCTIONAL UATERIALS 

While salaries and instructional materials/equipment ac- 
counted for over 80 percent of the Chapter 2 funds spent in 
SY 1982-83, the percentage of LEAS using funds for these pur- 
poses varied greatly. Some 64 percent of the LEAS in the 13 
states used Chapter 2 funds to purchase books and materials, and 
S4 percent purchased computers and computer programs. In con- 
trast, 39 percent of the LEAS used funds to support the largest 
single expenditure area--salaries. Of the LEAS using Chapter 2 
funds to support salaries during SY 1982-83, large LEAS ac- 
counted for 90 percent of these expenditures. 
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Similar to its treatment of the SEAS, Chapter 2 permitted 
I,Xi:As 2.0 rotain any prior categorical funds unobligated as of 
July 1 , 1.982 s The LEAS had until September 30, 1983, to spend 
the~c; car'ryover funds and could do so in accordance with the 
(.~rei.lttrr f lexihility provided by Chapter 2. The LEAS surveyed in 
thct 1 3 states I however) generally reported using carryover funds 
to support the program activities for which they were originally 
.intentlc~'l l Twenty-eight percent of the LEAS in the 13 states had 
carryover funds from SY 1981-82. Of these, 86 percent said that 
in mos t , i.f not all, cases they used carryover funds to support 
the same program activities in SY 1982-83 as the funds were 
(.)riginal.l y intended for in SY 1981-82. 

Various groups were involved in deciding how Chapter 2 
f1mIs wet-c? to be used, with school administrators and teachers 
cite<1 as being the most greatly involved. The types of program 
act:ivrE tic:s r',I?As opted to fund were essentially the same as those 
Eunclctl untler the prior categorical programs. These activities 
i,nc:I u(let3 stutle~~t; support services, classroom instruction, staff 
devo 1 c')prnun t , curricuI.um development, student needs, and desegre- 
rljii t ion . 
.i.ncreasecl 

The percentage of LEAS using funds for these activities 
in the first year following block grant implementa- 

tion, ant3 the level of support for five of the six activities 
generitl 2.y inc~reasetl. llowever , the level of support for desegre- 
gation activities reportedly decreased in most cases during SY 
1 of32-i33. 

Wring SY 3.982-83, over 50 percent of the Chapter 2 funds 
were llsed for instructional materials and equipment. The 
largest. single expenditure area for Chapter 2 dollars, however, 
was rc;nI,ar ies. Most- frequently, larger LEAS tended to use their 
funcls for this purpose. 
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CmPTER 4 

STATES MADE LIMITED CHANGES TO 1"----.---".-- 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES AND PROCEDURES -_ -- 

FOR MANAGING THE EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT --- ---....I 

The reduction in regulations accompanying the block grant 
was designed to give states and LEAs the opportunity to provide 
services more efficiently. Because major categorical programs 
previously used the SEA/LEA administrative system, this system 
was already in place for use under the block grant. Conse- 
cJ\lently, organizational changes were limited, but nine states 
rel)ortetl reducing administrative staff. 

IJnder the education block grant, states have assumed a 
grant management role, which includes implementing federal re- 
quirements, monitoring, providing technical assistance, collect- 
ing data, and arranging for audits. To a large extent, similar 
<lcl..ivities were already required of the states under the prior 
categorical structure. State officials did note decreases in 
xnon.itoring and data collection activities. The block grant's 
relucetl federal requirements, together with the management -Elex- 
ibility provided to the states, produced numerous indications of 
ci(lmini.strative simplification. However, overall administrative 
cost savings could not be quantified. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES LIMITED 

The education block grant legislation requires states to 
tlcsignate the SEA as the administering agency for the block 
grant l In each of the 13 states, the state's department of edu- 
cation served as the SEA. SEAS receive federal funds on a for- 
mu1.a basis and are required to pass on at least 80 percent of 
these funds to their LEAs. 

Refore the block grant implementation, the SEA/LEA adminis- 
trative system was used to carry out major categorical pro- 
qrams . Consequently, the basic SEA/LEA administrative framework 
WE1 s al.ready in place for use under the block grant. Five of the 
13 states (lid make some organizational changes, primarily to 
conso1.i.ctat.e program offices or better coordinate individual pro- 
grams 1 In addition nine states reported making reductions in 
atlministrative staff. For example, before the block grant, 
Florida's categorical programs were administered by various 
bureaus of the state's Department of Education, Division of 
l'uhl. ic Schools. The block grant enabled the state to organize 
anI administer the block grant program under one bureau, which, 
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according to state officials, allowed for a reduction in admin- 
is'trative personnel. Also, Texas disbanded two specific of- 
fices, and state officials reported that this allowed emphasis 
t;c:, be placed on broader educational objectives. The Vermont 
Department of Education streamlined its organization and can- 
solidated many programs, The number of divisions in the depart- 
ment was reduced from seven to three. 

STATES ARE CARRYING OUT GRANT 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES 

IJnder the education block grant, the management role of the 
states includes implementing federal requirements, monitoring, 
providing technical assistance, collecting data, and arranging 
for audits. To a large extent, similar management activities 
were required of the states under the prior categorical pro- 
grams. All states were carrying out their management responsi- 
bilities, although different approaches and emphases were noted. 

States and LEAS implement 
Federal reauirements 

Under the block grant, states must assure that certain fed- 
eral requirements are met, including (1) performing an annual 
evaluation of program effectiveness beginning in FY 1984, (2) 
retaining records and information which may be required for a 
fiscal audit and program evaluation, and (3) fostering equitable 
participation of children enrolled in private nonprofit elemen- 
tary and secondary schools. Federal requirements imposed on 
E,EAs were generally a reiteration of those imposed on the SEA 
plus specified application and reporting procedures (see pp. 2 
and 3). 

States plan for evaluations 1 of program effectiveness 

The block grant legislation requires that, beginning in 
FY 1984, states conduct an annual effectiveness evaluation of 
the block-grant-funded programs and that this evaluation be pro- 
vided to the SAC for comment and be made available with such 
comments to the public. The legislation does not provide guid- 
ance on how these evaluations should be carried out. 

At the time of our fieldwork, all 13 states had developed 
or were developing their evaluation procedures. Most states re- 
quire LEAS to complete a self-evaluation of their block grant 
program. These self-evaluations may cover such areas as the 
number of students served by and staff involved in the program: 
the amount of funds expended on the program; and program de- 
scriptions, objectives, and accomplishments. Three states plan 
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to follow up on these evaluations through phone calls or site 
visits, 

For example, Vermont"s SAC developed a three page self- 
evaluation form for LEAS. This form is to be filled out by each 
LEA superintendent, beginning in SY 1984-85. It requires a nar- 
rative program description and quantifiable statistical data on 
the use of funds. Review teams consisting of local district 
members and representatives from the SAC and the state's Depart- 
ment of Education plan to verify the self-evaluation forms using 
on-site spot checks at the LEA level. Program officials noted, 
however, that these plans are still tentative. 

In Florida, each LEA will complete an annual report, de- 
tailing objectives accomplished, funds expended, and number of 
students and staff participating in each block-grant-funded pro- 
gram. Data from LEA application forms and reports of on-site 
monitoring visits of LEAS will also be used. 

In addition to reviewing programs at the LEA level, at 
least seven states, at the time of our review, indicated that 
they were also planning to evaluate those programs funded with 
the moneys retained by the state. For example, Mississippi re- 
quired each division receiving Chapter 2 funds to prepare a 
report which describes objectives, activities, results, and 
achievement of objectives, The SAC also selects some for on- 
site verification and/or further reviews. 

Several state officials voiced concern about the lack of 
federal guidance regarding annual evaluations. Michigan offi- 
cials said that a lack of consistent evaluation data among the 
states will prevent making valid national comparisons. Colorado 
officials were concerned because the federal government could 
require the state to produce data in an alternative form, 
thereby placing additional burdens on the LEAS and the state. 

State program officials in 11 of the 13 states said they 
requested federal technical assistance concerning reporting and 
evaluation requirements. Four of the 11 states said they did 
not receive the requested assistance. Five of the seven states 
that received assistance said it was at least of some help, 
while two states said it was little or no help. Twelve states 
indicated that additional federal assistance would be useful. 
1J.S. Department of Education officials maintained that the De- 
partment is neither authorized nor required by statute to pro- 
vicle the explicit guidance requested by the states in these 
areas. Although federal officials maintain that evaluation cri- 
teria should be developed at the state level, they did partici- 
pate in a national Chapter 2 evaluation conference whose purpose 
was to develop these criteria. 
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Ilccausc of the limited federal. technical assistance, state 
offi.cia1.s said that many states have been working together. 
Acctrr(li,ng to Florida officials, states have been discussing 
pr:oqrc!ss , problems , and proposed approaches for satisfying the 
evnl r~ilt: i.c>rr requirements. Colorado officials noted that, in 
r'kclc'lit ion to conferring with officials in other states, they also 
rc~ci.vc~~l. input from national. groups and associations. 

Recordkeeping re uirements --- 
-- have not changed slgnl Icant I-- ----- 

Officials from most states said that their recordkeeping 
requirements have not changed significantly as the result of 
block grant implementation. SEAs and LEAS are required to keep 
rocorrls neetletl for fiscal audits and program evaluations. Offi- 
c:i.aLs i.n Colorado and Vermont explained that such records were 
irl.so maintained under the prior categorical programs. Neither 
the legislation nor federal regulations specify the types of 
rectnrtls that SEAS or LEAs should retain. State officials indi- 
cited that records may include such items as the block grant 
award notices: the LEA applications; LEA assurances of compli- 
;lnce w.ith federal regulations; and budget, expenditure, and 
progress reports. 

Al.though states indicated that recordkeeping requirements 
have not changed significantly, 5 of 13 reported a reduction in 
th e v 0 1 u mc of recordkeeping. This was primarily because states 
now have to maintain one set of records for the block grant 
rather than individual sets for each of the prior categorical 
progran\s. 

The legislation also requires states to provide for the 
equitable participation of private nonprofit school students in 
block grant programs. To help assure equitable participation, 
states have taken a variety of measures, including (1) requiring 
assurances in LEA applications regarding equitable participa- 
t ion, (2) requiring LEAS to notify each private school in their 
(Iistrict: of the availability of funds and programs, (3) requir- 
ing IJ:As to document private school refusals to participate, 
(4) monitoring LEAS, (5) soliciting comments from private school 
officials on draft plans, and (6) appointing private school rep- 
resentatives to the SAC. 

Wset3 on the responses of LEAS surveyed in the 13 states, 
we esti.mated that the percentage of LEAs serving nonpublic 
school children increased from 23 to 29 percent between 

20 



SY 1,9t31-82 and SY 1983-84. Also, we estimate that the number of 
ncnpuhlic school students served by these LEAS increased from 
about 767,000 to at least 1.3 million for the same period. 

Ten of the 13 states indicated that the private school par- 
ticipation requirement did not affect their state's ability to 
effectively manaqe the block-grant-funded program. Five states 
notetl that a private school participation requirement existed 
untler the prior categorical programs or that private schools 
were already involved in these programs. 

Three states reported that the private school participation 
requirement had a positive effect. For example, Florida offi- 
cial.s elaborated that the appointment of private school repre- 
sc:nI:ati.ves hc the SAC had a positive effect on their degree of 
involvement in block grant funding decisions. 

In contrast, California districts reported that the in- 
volvement of private schools has complicated their activities by 
increasing the amount of time, services, and funds spent in (1) 
contacting the schools, (2) conducting needs assessments, (3) 
purchasing materials, (4) conducting inventories and labeling, 
(5) monitoring, and (6) evaluation. 

l.n Vermont, state program officials said that private 
schools were pleased to be placed on equal footing with public 
schools for receiving block grant funds. Public schools, ac- 
corcling to these officials, were not as pleased since some re- 
ceived less funding. 

Monitoring - .-- activities 
have decreased in most states ----".---__-- -- 

officials in most states reported that the administrative 
staff reductions and program consolidation associated with block 
qrant implementation have decreased the extent of state monitor- 
lnq activities. Nevertheless, each of the 13 states reported 
monitoring LEA compliance with federal and state requirements 
ant1 used a variety of monitoring techniques. 

officials in 10 of the 13 states reported some decrease in 
state monitoring. For example, officials in New York and Wash- 
ington explained that decreases were attributed partly to re- 
tluced staf E and funding. New York and Colorado officials also 
attributed the decreases to the block grant legislation, which 
does not require SEAs to monitor LEAS, In Michigan, officials 
attri’huted the decrease to consolidation of a large number of 
categorical programs into one program. 
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Kentucky was the only state to indicate some i.ncrease in 
monitoring activities as a result of the block grant. Iowa and 
Texas officials told us the block grant had no effect on their 
monitoring activities. 

States monitor LEA use of block grant funds in conjunction 
with their use of funds from other sources for at least some 
f,EAs. For example, the majority of states indicated that they 
monitor at least some LEAS' use of both state and bloc'k grant 
funds. 

State program officials also indicated that they emphasized 
a number of restrictions and issues when monitoring LEAS. As 
shown in chart 4.1, there was considerable consistency in the 
degree of emphasis placed on monitoring selected federal re- 
strictions and issues related to the use of funds. 

CHART 4.1 
PRO6RAM OFFTCIALS OPINIONS ABOUT THE 
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us shown in chart 4.2, states relied heavily on data and 
reports submitted by the LEAS as well as on certifications of 
compliance contained in LEA applications to monitor LEAS. 
Investigation of complaints was relied on the least. 

CHAR? 4.2 
PROGRAM OfFfCfALS’ OPINIONS ABOUT THE EXTENT 

THEY RELIED ON SELECTED TECHNIQUES TO MONITOR 
LEA ACTIVITIES UNDER THE EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT 

DATA & REPORTS 

INVESTIGATXONS 
I0 

CERTIFZCATIONS 
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NUMBER OF STATES 
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technical assistance 
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MODERATf 

SLIGHT/NONE 

Officials in all 13 states reported providing technical 
assistance to LEAS. In addition, 13 states also indicated that 
they provided technical assistance to nonpublic schools. States 
provided assistance on a wide range of subject areas, including 
federal requirements regarding funding and civil rights and 
state requirements concerning applications, evaluations, use of 
funds, and state audits. States also provided technical assist- 
ance concerning data collection, program and fiscal management, 
and program delivery. 

The primary methods used to provide technical assistance to 
LEAS were telephoning, letters, and other state written guid- 
ance. Many states also used state/regional conferences to 
convey information to LEAS. State officials indicated that site 
visits were the least used method. 
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Ilata collection efforts 
have decreased 1-"-1---- 

At the time of our review states were collecting informa- 
tion on programs supported with block grant funds. The most 
CXMI~O~~ types of data collected include size of population eli- 
gible for the program, measures of eligible population needs, 
crlur:ati.(.~nal. level of the student population served, handicapped/ 
~1isabletI status of student population served, geographic loca- 
tiot; UII: residence of student population served, quantity and 
~lual. i.ty of services delivered, and measures of program effec- 
tiveness. No data were collected on the sex and income level of 
the stuclent population served. 

Officials in 8 of the 13 states told us that the amount of 
Euntls spent for collecting, maintaining, and analyzing descrip- 
tive and eval..uative information has decreased since block grant 
im~~l.~~rr~entation. While the Department of Education maintains 
that the legislation requires only minimum information from the 
states, chart 4.3 on the following page shows that, neverthe- 
less, the block grant and other federal.. requirements are con- 
si.~lcred the mnin impetus behind state data collection efforts, 
itccor4:ing to state officials. 

Offi.ciala in Il. of the 13 states reported that additional 
clata woul.(I be at least somewhat useful, but collection barriers 
exist. The types of additional data considered most useful were 
t11ose relating to quality of services delivered and measures of 
I>ro(,Jram e Efectiveness. State officials said that the major 
brirriers to increased data collection may include the belief 
that the collection effort would be a burden to LEAS, the n%ed 
for ad~ti.tionaL staff and/or resources at the state level, and 
~~~asurement ~Iif.fi.culties in defining or obtaining information. 
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States arranqe for audits ------11- -- 
of block grant funds w-.-"-,1_ "St. -I-ll-.wa- 

State audits of block grant funds are an oversight feature 
of the legislation. States are required to obtain biennial 
nutlits of the education block grant and to provide copies of the 
audits to the Department of Education. Generally, state audi- 
tors plan to conduct state-level education block grant audits as 
part of single department-wide audits. State officials told us 
that GAO's "Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations, 
Programs, Activities, and Functions" will be used for these 
audits . Although there is a biennial audit requirement, most 
states plan to conduct annual audits covering their state's 
fiscal year, 

According to information obtained from the Department of 
Education on 9 of the 13 states, California, Colorado, and Texas 
were the only states with a completed state-level education 
audit as of October 1984. However, three states had education 
block grant audits in process, and three others were planning 
audits, Of the remaining four states in our review, information 
we gathered as of October 1984 indicates that one state had an 
audit in process and three were planning audits. 

The Texas audit was performed by the state auditor and in- 
volved an examination of the financial statements of the Texas 
Education Agency for the year ended August 31, 1982. The audit 
concluded that the agency's financial reports and claims for ad- 
vancements or rtlimbursement to federal agencies were accurate 
and complete . The Texas audit was for a period which included 
only 2 months of block grant implementation. At the time of our 
review, the state was planning other audits. California's State 
Auditor General conducted a single state-wide audit for the year 
ended June 30, 1983. Included in this audit was the California 
Department of Education, which administers the education block 
grant l The report noted several internal control and compliance 
deficiencies and contained recommendations for improving the de- 
partment's financial accounting and reporting practices. 

LEAs are audited by either a state auditor or an independ- 
ent public accountant. These audits are conducted on an entity- 
wide basis that covers all the LEA's funds, including block 
grant funds. Most states indicated they plan to audit their 
LEAS annually. While no comprehensive data were available for 
all 13 states, data we obtained from state officials indicate 
that, as of October 31, 1983, about 1,400 LEA audits had been 
completed in 4 of the 13 states and about 200 were in process. 
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11I~Oc'K GRANT LMPIXMHNTATION ACCOMPANIED -l-_l"".-..----ll__-----------_-- 
11Y AI~M:r:NIS'I'I?ATIVE SIMPLIFICATION .I I_ "..#" "B.B a-"- -- 1--11- .-Im-.------- 

Islnck grant implementation was accompanied by reduced fed- 
c:r;il ~icllnini $9 trati.ve requirements in such areas as preparing ap- 
p I irra t:. 1. r,ns ilrltl rcsJp0rt.s + In addition, the block grant legisla- 
tion ant1 regulations gave states the flexibility to establish 
prc,~c.?~lurcs they believed were best suited to managing programs 
(I? ffi(,:i.ctnt:I y an.1 effectively. Together, these block grant attri- 
Iru tes W(izr-(?? i.nten~led to simplify program administration and 
reduce costs. 

States generally view education block grant administrative 
rt3q11 irement,s iis less burdensome than those attached to the prior 
c~,lt:13l')ric:Rl. programs. Reductions in time spent on preparing 
appl ~c;~tio~ls or reports were attributed by some states to the 
c7o~~ac)l.i(lirt;ic:)n of the large number of categorical. programs into 
one block g~~ant requiring just one application and one report. 
1.11 arl~lition, most states have standardized administrative proce- 
~3llrczs for l.,EAs, and some states also noted that the block grant 
h;1s far.: il.itatetl improvements in planning and budgeting. 

!.,ess t:ime and effort spent preparing - -.'--.G.-.--.'y--.--.-.---- 
*Ir~pl.Ic~atL0!1_9-~nd.-~eports -.- 

IJrlrler the prior categorical programs, management activi- 
t. i es , s 11 CT1 s-3 s application preparation and reporting, had to be 
clone for the various programs in accordance with specific fed- 
eral regu1.a tions , The block grant consolidated the number of 
a~pl.i.(.:nti.ons and gave states greater discretion to approach 
these rnnnrlgernent activities in accordance with their own priori- 
Lies ant7 needs. As shown by chart 4.4, most states noted spend- 
ing less t..i.rne and eEfort preparing federally required block 
grant applications and reports than they had for the prior cate- 
qorical progr;irns. 
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CHART 4.4 
PROGRAM OFFICIALS’ OPINIONS ABOUT THE EFFORT 

INVOLVED IN APPLYING FOR AND REPORTING ON THE 
EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT COMPARED TO CATEGORICALS 

0 - 

liEE.El MORE 

I SAME 

LESS 

APPLICATIONS REPORTS 

Officials in 1.0 of the 13 states said that they spent less 
time and effort preparing the block grant application than they 
had preparing applications under the prior programs. Further, 
officials in 6 of these 10 states noted that the application 
requirements had a positive effect on the state's ability to 
manage block grant programs. Officials in Michigan, Pennsyl- 
vania, and Texas explained that the block grant application took 
less time and effort to complete because it replaced the mul- 
tiple applications previously required. 

Kentucky officials said they spent about the same amount of 
time and effort preparing applications, while Washington and 
Cal.iforni.a officials said they spent more time and effort. For 
example, California officials explained that most of the prior 
categorical program funds did not go through the state education 
department and much time was spent organizing the advisory com- 
mittee and addressing the concerns of those individuals inter- 
ested in the effects of federal funding reductions on programs. 
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States were previously required to submit a report for each 
catet.jorical program in which they participated in accordance 
with specific federal reyulations. 
to 28), 

As discussed (see pp, 26 
the block grant requires states to prepare an annual 

program effectiveness evaluation of the block-grant-funded 
program~3 LreEjinning with FY 1984 + Offici.aLs in 10 of the 13 
r;tr.at.es said tl;l;zt Less time and effort was spent fulfilling fed- 
eral reporting requirements under the block grant. The three 
remn'i.ning stiltes were unable tc judge. Texas officials ex- 
pl.;~inec'l that; previously the state was required to collect data 
for scvon proyrarrls. With the implementation of the block grant, 
there is now only one program for which minimal data are col- 
Lectetl nWl an annual evaluation prepared. 

Officials in 5 of these 10 states said the block grant re- 
porting requirements had a positive effect on program manage- 
ment: l For 3 of the 10 states, officials indicated that the re- 
por,ting requirements haA a neqative effect, New York officials 
commented that federal reporting requirements are not clearly 
tlefinetl by either statute or regulation. 

BLock grant facilitates improvements 
"En!i-XGiinistrative p rocG%res and -- ---I 
plann:rngnd huC&eti.. 

- 
II---..- . . . ..-.- - 

Since block grant implementation, 9 of 13 states have made 
\ efforts tc> stnntlarBize or change administrative procedures and 
\ requiremerits l The types of changes reported include standardiz- 
) 'inc:j nn~?/or streamlining T,EA application, monitoring, and evalua- 
tion form:;. For example, according to Vermont officials, their 
new strentnlinetl LEA application form is less burdensome and re- 
cj II i. r e s 1. e 8 s ti.me for LEAS to complete and for the state to sum- 
fttitr ize and evaluate . A Kentucky official said that standardized 
forms for monitoring anc3. evaluating LEA performance have been 
adopted , 

Of the nine states which reported that they had made 
efforts to standardize administrative requirements, officials 
from two states considered the block grant to be the primary 
~botivatj.ng factor and officials from three others considered it 
tro Ix one of several major factors. 

, 
I As shown in table 4.1, administratively, 58 percent of the 

L13As r~onsi[l6?re(I state requirements under the block grant as less 
bzrt~ensoma than those of the previous categorical programs. 1 
S~~eciEicnlLy, our survey of T,EAs in the 13 states showed the 
fo 1. Lowing : 

37 



Table 4.1 ---_ 

LEAS ’ -- Views Concerning Impact of Education 
Block Grant on Various Administrative Procedures --- 

Topic 
Percent of LEAs ..------ 

Less Same 
P-1.1.-1 ,,a? -_/ 

More UncertaLn 

Degree of burden caused by 
state imposed requirements 58 38 4 0 

Time and effort to prepare 
block grant applications 49 43 8 0 

Time spent reporting to SEAa 47 45 7 2 

Level of effort to collect, 
maintain, and analyze data 18 53 25 4 

Amount of SEA monitoring 22 51 27 0 

antscs not. equal 100 percent due to rounding. 

Five of the 13 states reported improvements in state and 
local planning and budgeting. Colorado officials noted that 
I,EA flexibility allows for greater local autonomy in decision 
making. New York officials reported a more comprehensive ap- 
proach to allocating state-wide program resources. Seventy- 
three percent of the LEAS we surveyed said that the block grant 
provided more flexibility in allocating funds and setting pro- 
gram priorities. 

QUANTIFICATION AND COMPARISON OF 
ADMINISTRA'mCOSTS NOT POSSIBLE ---w-s 

As discussed in the previous section, states have experi- 
encetl a variety of administrative simplifications since block 
grant .implementation. In 1981, the administration asserted that 
administrative savings associated with the block grant approach 
could offset federal funding reductions. Others were less opti- 
mistic in their estimates of cost savings, but many believed 
that fewer layers of administration, better state and local co- 
ordination of services, fewer federal regulations and require- 
ments, and better targeting of services would lead to cost 
savings. 

~lowever * while much was said about the administrative cost 
savings that might be achieved, little attention was focused on 
the methodology needed to quantify and measure such savings. 
Also, the perceptions of state officials generally suggest that 
administrative costs have been reduced but cannot be quantified. 
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Data unavailahl,e to determine I -".- 
adnlinistrat~ve cGGZXr= ---- 

ESS@rltially, two types of data must exist to determine spe- 
cific administrative cost savings: 

--Uniform administrative cost data at the state Level. based 
on uniform state definitions of administrative costs. 

--Comprehensive baseline data on prior programs. 

Only 2 of the 13 states have written definitions of admin- 
istrative costs that apply to the education block grant. Offi- 
cials in four other states provided unwritten definitions. 
Washington has an unwritten definition for those costs associ- 
ated with the funds retained by the SEA. A written definition 
is provided by the state for those funds passed through to the 
LEA. The other six states have no definition. Those states de- 
fining administrative costs have definitions that include vari- 
ous types of costs and range from very general to very precise. 
Only four states have definitions that identify costs for LEAS. 

Xn addition to differences in administrative cost defini- 
) tions, there was variation among the states that had procedures 
I for computing and documenting administrative costs, and a few 
II states had no standardized procedures. Only five states have 
~ given MIAs instructions for computing administrative costs. 

ALthough all 13 states were abI.e to provide administrative 
cost data for the first year of the block grant, the costs can- 
not be compared across the states because of the differences or 
the absence of definitions and computation procedures, The 
ahitity to measure savings is also hampered by the lack of com- 
prehensive baseline data on the cost of administering the prior 
categorical. programs. At the state level, all 13 states had 
some information on the administrative cost of the prior catc- 
gorical education programs which they had been responsible for 
administering 1 These states, however, could not provide infor- 

~ mstion for all the programs consolidated into the block grant 
I because a number of the programs were administered by the De- 
I partrnerrt oE Education, which provided funds directly to LEAs. 

The inability to specifically determine administrative 
'coats is not something new. In 1978, we reportedL that despite 
growing interest in the administrative cost question, there was 

".m-- ----..-.- - 

lThe Federal Government Should Rut Doesn't Know the Cost of 
Administeri fGiGijFa~~m-m~Fzb7lT; 
1978). 
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no !-;y:;Lctn for reporting information on the cost of staff re- 
f-JOllr-(:!,!M 1Ist2~3 Lo administer individual assistance programs. As a 
r e s I 1 'I. t:, , ~1at.a tm enl.:i.g"hten the debates over the cost of proyram 
a~Irni.niatT8 Lion were fragmented and inconsistent. Essentially, 
khii t: rmrlcli t: ion ,prc;v;r.Fl. s for the education block grant today, 

State officials provi.de,varying 
p~~ceptlons about admlnLstratlve costs .--------1.----I_ --- 

Wl?il(z there are numerous indicators of administrative sim- 
pl i fication and management improvement, quantifying any overall 
i~tlministrative savings appears impractical. Therefore, the best 
.i.nd,icators oE administrative cost savings remain the perceptions 
of state officials who have hat1 the greatest contact with admin- 
ist:erinq Zc.Ele block grant ant3 the prior categorical programs. 

These perceptions tend to support the notion that the block 
grant has generally simplified the administration of federally 
supported eclucation programs, although the specific impact on 
administrative cost cannot be quantified. For example : 

--New York officials noted that one advantage of the block 
grant was a decrease in administrative costs at the state 
level. This reduction is caused partly by the fact that 
a major portion of the block grant funds is just passed 
through to LEAS. Officials also attributed the reduction 
to the consolidation of the predecessor categorical pro- 
grams irlto the block grant, thus reducing the SEA's 
paperwork requirements. 

--Pennsylvania SEA officials reported substantially reduc- 
ing LEA paperwork requirements. LEAS are now required to 
submit only a short application form, including a short 
budget form, which lists the types of programs that will 
1~ fundecl and the amount of funds to be used in each pro- 
gram e Lengthy proposals, program descriptions, end-of- 
year reports (which often covered 100 to 150 pages), and 
final reports are no lonyer required. The Pennsylvania 
I)epartlnent of Education's report evaluating the first 
year of block grants indicated that the paperwork reduc- 
tion has been the most appreciated aspect. Similarly, a 
1903-84 survey of the LEAS by the state's education 
clepartment indi.cate(l overwhelmingly (94.8 percent) that 
I,EAs believed paperwork has been reduced. 

--Texas officials told us that they have not collected 
any information on the students, proyram services, or 
program effectiveness. They said they are taking the 
federal government iIt its word and are collecting mainly 
Lhat information required by law. The intent o.f the 
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Legislation is to reduce the paperwork and administrative 
?)urclcrr on the LEAS, and this philosophy has been carried 
out in block grant i.mp1emenitation. 

--The Vermont SEA consolidated records that were scattered 
througIrc:,ut: the state's Department of Education before the 
l)l.oo'k grant. rJr1de.r the block grant, recordkeeping is 
more centralized and greater coordination exists. Offi- 
cial.s said that although the same type of information and 
records are maintained under the block grant as under the 
categorical grants, fewer people are needed to fulfill 
the requirements. 

--Kentrrlcky's Chapter 2 director noted that changing from 
cilZLeg0r.i.caL to bLock yrarlts did not resuLt in any signi- 
ficant administrative cost savings. According to this 
oEEi.cial., however, Kentucky has made no effort to quan- 
tify aclministrative cost savings. 

C:ONCL,\JSLONS .f .- - -- _--- - 

tlnrler the education block grant, organizational changes 
wtlrre L.i.rni.tsd since states had previously used the SEA/LEA admin- 
irj trative system unrler the prior categorical programs. Several 
states (li(I make organizational changes to consolidate program 
oElti.cus or better coordinate individual program offices. The 
~n;ljorlt,y of states aLso reduced the number of administrative 
w t. t.1 E E I 

States were carrying out a broad grant management role 
rnr~clc;r tr.llc? bl..ock grant. This incLuded impLementing federal re- 
qu i rerncrxts, monitoring, providing technical assistance, collect- 
i n~j tlirtn ) and arranging for audits. 

The retlucetIl federal requirements and the management flexi- 
bi.1.i.t~ associated with the block grant produced numerous indica- 
t_i.ons ol: administrative simplification. Many states reported 
spent2ing less time preparing appLi.cations and reports for the 
feclcral. government, Many states also reported specific manage- 
ment. .i.rny)rovcrnents rel.ated to planning and budgeting and the 
st:;lnrlar~lizing of administrative requirements. Administratively, 
a1. t:llou~j21 most LHAs feel that the block grant is less burdensome 
tllix,rr tlllc prior categorical programs, about 50 percent feel that 
'i,l: takes the same if not more effort to prepare applications, 
;(:x> 1 1. ect tlata , and prepare reports. IIowever, overall administra- 
tt i ve CI.)S t savitlgs could not be quantified. 
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INVOLVEMENT IN I?ROGRAM DECISIONS ---__I-- "_(.-..----e.-- 

UNDER THE BLOCK GRANT APPROACH HAS -l-_ll--".we-l-- -- 

INCKEASED FOR STATE OFFICIALS AND --..-I"" 

PUBLIC INTEREST GROUPS *II 

Because education agencies *are often independent depart- 
Inc?rl~LI; * qc~vecnors and legislatures have had limited involvement 
with fedc.ra1I.y funded education programs. However, SEA offi- 
cial s be1 ieved that the education block grant stimulated some 
governors and a majority of legislatures to become more involved 
in program decisions than they had been under the prior categor- 
icals. This was attributed, in part, to their respective roles 
in appointing f~lecally mandated advisory committees and parti- 
cipating on these committees v 
quiretl advisory committees, 

In addition to appointing the re- 
states took other steps to obtain 

pub 1. .i. c i. npu t . Most reported holding executive or legislative 
hearings anal mafe available for public comment draft copies of 
their int.ende(l uses of the funds (1 Information from these 
sources wiis used in making state level program decisions, while 
r',Wis rcl,i.wl heavily on advisory committees. 

Al.thou(.!h ha1 E: of the interest groups that responded to our 
survey partzcipater-1 in public hearings and a quarter were ac- 
ti.vc?'ly invc,l.vct3 with SACs, interest groups were only slightly 
n-w r c: *satisfied ,than dissatisfied with state efforts to facili- 
tnLc p1.11) 1 ic: input. 1 Many interest group respondents preferred 
tile pri.c,r crt;ttcgoricaLs because they 'believed state decisions on 
tllc? llS(? of block grant .fun(ls were adversely affecting their con- 
s t itucrr t, qroups l In contrast, a majority of local education 
officiixl.s ,In the 1.3 states said the education block grant gave 
them more flexibility and was a more desirable way to fund edu- 
c;it-i.r>n programs. St:.ate officials' views were somewhat more 
mixetl. 

'1,'EiAlrl:'rP1(I)NALL'Y: LIMI'rED INVOLVEMENT ---. 
W GOVti:RNOR~-AND LEGISLATURES 

-- 
"-.----------l_---"w.m-ll--- 

I3ec:ause SEAR in most states are independent of guberna- 
.tc>ri.i3 1 or legislative control, governors and legislatures have 
tracl it.ional. ly had limited involvement with federally funded 
--l_l- I_ - -"- I -I- .I,-__ 1I_ 

1Thesc results were not intended to he viewed as either a 
universe or a representative sample of public interest groups 
krwwl ec1geabl.e ahout~ block grants. 

42 



e~lucation programs. According to Legislative and gubernatorial 
staffs, this has generally continued under the block grant ap- 
proach 4 In contrast, according to state program officials, 
al.t?~ugh involvement is l.imited in comparison with other block 
grants, some governors and a majority of legislatures have in- 
creased their involvement with federally funded education 
]L,rcxjrillns s 

None of the governors were reported by their staffs as hav- 
irrq harl a high degree of involvement in the education block 
grank. Governors in four states had a moderate level of in- 
vu1 vllr?ment, while the remainder noted slight involvement or com- 
mcntetl they had no basis to judge. Gubernatorial staff in five 
states explained that their governors were not highly involved 
in etlucation program decisions because those decisions are the 
responeihility of separately elected chief state school offi- 
c3 i a 1 s . As shown in table 5*1, the chief state school officers 
in 11 of the 13 states do not report to the governor and are 
sepa.rately elected or are appointed by a board of education. 

Table 5.1 

Status of Chief State School 
Officers in 13 States, as of 1983 

Appointed by 
governor 

Separately elected or 
appointed by separately 

elected board of education 

ICaLifornia 
) co loratlo 
~ Florida 
SIowa 
Kentucky 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mississippi 
New York 
~I~cnnsy1.vani.n 
‘TeXZiS 
~erinont 
Ilrjrnshingtoni 

X 

X 

PCh?lnge(I from elected to appointed by an appointive board in 
) 1984. 

i ?&ppointed by a board selected by the Legislature. 

if"AplJointetl by a board, with the governor's approval. 

4 ource : Council of State Governments, The Book of the States, 
1984-85, volume 25, IIexington, Ken., page 75. 
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In 9 of these 11 states, the qovernor's key invdlvement in the' 
bLock grant decision-making process is through the appointment 
of the federally required SAC. This i.s in sharp contrast to 
many of the other block grants, where most governors were highly 
involved in making specific decisions concerning funding priori- 
ties an1 program administration. 

The legislatures' involvement with the block grant is 
similar to that of the governors. Legislative staff in only 4 
of the 13 states perceived a great degree of legislative in- 
volvement with the education block grant. This is similar to 
their level of involvement with the prior categorical qrants, 
where staff in only two states reported that their Legislatures 
had been greatly involved. Additionally, legislative staff in 
six states believed their legislatures were greatly involved 
with related state-funded education programs. 

As shown in chart 5.11 state education program officials 
aLso saw the same or greater involvement by governors and legis- 
Latures as existed under the prior categorical approach. More 
state program officials noted greater legislative than quber- 
natorial involvement. 

CHART 5.1 
STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES' PERCEPTIONS OF 

GUBERNATORIAL AND LEGISLATIVE INVOLVEMENT 
WITH THE EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT COMPARED 

WITH PRIOR CATEGORICAL GRANTS 
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Governors usually relied on their appointment of the SAC 
ant1 their review of agency budget submissions to influence edu- 
cation block grant decisions. In addition, staff in several 
states said that their governors used other mechanisms to rnoni- 
tar block grant implementation. Gubernatorial staff in Florida 
oni.{ the governor played an important role in the initial ac- 
ccptance of the block grant and used a wide array of mechanisms 
t.:c, mon.i tar its implementation. For example, the governor, who 
chnirs the state board of education, was greatly involved in 
cIevel.oping proposals for authorizing legislation and reviewed 
agency regulations implementing the block grant. 

Like many governors, state legislatures relied on the ai>- 
propriations process to oversee block grants. Legislative staff 
in U of the 1.3 states indicated that federal funds were appro- 
priated along with state funds for specific items or activities 
within the block grant. Three states separately appropriated 
education block grant funds on a lump sum basis, whereas 
Kentucky appropriated education block grant funds along with 
other block grant funds. Mississippi appropriated federal funds 
al.ong with state funds for agencies, not programs. As an addi- 
tional control or monitoring mechanism, many legislatures a.l.so 
re.lietl on state agency reports on federal. grant operations, 
including block grants. 

Legislative staffs in 11 states said their legislatures 
made no significant changes in the education block grant pro- 
posals submittec'l by their executive branches. However, the 
Ca1.ifornj.a legislature maintained or increased funding for spe- 
cific services under the block grant, and Florida's legislature 
reallocated 7.5 percent of the state's share to an elementary 
foreign language program. 

Gubernatorial staff and legislative officials identified a 
number of hl.ock grant characteristics that had a positive effect 
on their: involvement. The most commonly cited were the consoli- 
dation of related categorical programs and greater state author- 
ity to set program priorities. Conversely, some gubernatorial 
staff said that statutory block grant prohibitions and restric- 
tions on the use of .funds, such as the GO-percent pass-through 
,reyuirement, tended to adversely affect the governor's ability 
!x oversee block grant planning and implementation. Similarly, 
some legislative staff said these prohibitions, restrictions, 
I%nd the earmarking of funds also tended to discourage legisla- 
tive involvement. 



Tn a(1dition to these federally mandated means of obtaining 
ci t:.i.zr?n input, program officials in 12 states told us they also 
hel.~l executive or legislative hearings, and all 13 states made 
ctr:ll"L plans available for public comment. Although state pro- 
c,jrarn ofEic:ial,s saiA they used a variety of sources of input to 
rr:llc-th (lccisions on the use of the block grant funds, most rate? 
the use of SACS as most important. 

Great use made of -..--..---"--"-"-y--.- 
state advl6ory committees .-".-...s------- 

State program officials reported making great use of SACS 
tx obtai.n citizens' views on the use of block grant funds. This 
I_JroIup was used as a source of information for determining prior- 
ities or objectives for the state's retained Chapter 2 funds as 
wa1.1 as for developing the formula for distributing funds to 
T.,I?,As . The SWs in the 13 states focused solely on the block 
grant:. 

As required by the block grant legislation, governors in 
al.1 states appointed to the SAC representatives of the state 
legislature, LEAs, nonpublic schools, teachers, parents (includ- 
ing PTAs ) , and organizations representing institutions of higher 
~luc:alri.on . In addition, six states appointed representatives of 
orqarlizat ions for the handicapped, and eight appointed represen- 
Utives of racial or ethnic minorities. About a quarter of the 
i.rlt+$rest groups we surveyed that had some knowledge of the edu- 
cati.on block grant were members of state-sponsored advisory com- 
mi. ttees l In a majority of cases, interest groups were satisfiecl 
with the composition and roles o.f these committees. 

Reports disseminated to the public m."." --..."....- 

Program officials in the 13 states told us that they made 
(lrafts available to the public of their proposed use of 1982-03 
c?cluci~ti.~~n block grant funds . The most common method of dissemi- 
nating this information was making it available at state agen- 
(:i.ew or other public places. SEAS often ensured that the SAC 
yT("?CC7! ivecl draEts. Most states also sent them to TJEAs and state 
1 tig i. w 1.11 to r s . A few states also made great use of newspapers and 
st;lt.c! mailing 'Lists. LEAS in seven states commented on these 
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intentled use plans more frequently than other groups. In four 
states, organizations representing public or private in,terest 
groups, such as teachers, also commented frequently. Program 
ofEioials in six states said they made use of the comments re- 
cc? ived l 

Interest groups were evenly divided in their satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction with state efforts to make plans available, 
the length of the comment period, and timing of the comment 
period in relation to when program decisions were made. At the 
time of our fieldwork, six states did not anticipate changing 
their methods for soliciting comments on draft plans: the re- 
maining states were unsure. 

All but four states have or plan to release annual reports 
on the SY 1982-83 federal block grant. These reports were most 
often sent to T,EAs. 

Many states conducted executive 1 or legislative hearings "-_-. 

In SY 1981-82, before the education block grant, 5 of the 
1.3 states reported conducting executive hearings on the prior 
categorical programs. However, for SY 1982-83, 11 states re- 
ported holding a total of 26 executive branch hearings on the 
education block grant. Most were held by the SEAS and covered 
only the education block grant. Similar to most other block 
grants, most 'hearings were held in state capitals. 

The amount of effort devoted to executive hearings varied 
substantially among states. For example, the number of hearings 
ranged from six in Michigan to only one in each of four other 
states. The average attendance at hearings across the 11 states 
was 66, although in Mississippi, 8 people attended the single 
hearing held. Nine of the 11 states gave the public between 
2 to 4 weeks' advance notice of hearings, primarily through an- 
nouncements in newspapers, official state publications, or 
through state mailing lists. Kentucky and Vermont provided 1 to 
2 weeks' prior notice. 

State officials in 8 of the 11 states that held executive 
branch hearings also told us that copies of draft plans were 
avai.labLe before all or almost all hearings. Drafts were 
;~va.i.l.nhLe before only a few hearings in California and not 
avaiLabLe before any hearings in Colorado and Michigan. 

Nine Legislative committees in six states reported holding 
a total of 19 hearings addressing the use of the education block 
grant funds for SY 1982-83. Only four of these committees had 
held hearings in SY 1981-82 on the prior categorical programs. 
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I.,i.ke executive branch hearings, most legislative hearings were 
held in state capitals with similar average attendance for those 
hearings for which data were available. However, only three of 
the legislative hearings focused solely on the education block 

grant l For the most part, these hearings were held in conjunc- 
tion with appropriations for state-funded programs. 

As with the executive branch hearings, there were some 
differences among states regarding notification. Six of the 
nine committees gave less than 2 weeks' advance notice. Two 
states relied on notices in public places as their primary noti- 
fication me'thod, while three others used state mailing lists. 
The balance used various other methods, such as newspaper an- 
nr2uncement.s. 

Fifty-two percent of the interest groups in our survey that 
had some knowledge of the education block grant said they at- 
tended or testified at either executive or legislative hear- 
ings. While those that gave an opinion were more satisfied than 
dissatisfied with the amount of advance notice, the time and 
lociltion of hearings, and the amount of time allotted for testi- 
many , 30 percent were satisfied with the amount of information, 
such ai3 draft plans, available before hearings and 49 percent 
were d,issat,isfied. Also, 41 percent were dissatisfied with the 
timing of hearings relative to states' allocation decision- 
making processes (see app. VIII, table 2). 

While none of the legislative committees believed their 
hearings had an effect on executive agency decisions, program 
officials in six st'ates told us that public hearings--both 
executive and legislative-- influenced their decisions. At the 
time of our fieldwork, only two states planned changes for 
future executive or legislative branch hearings. In Texas, 
officials plan to hold more executive branch hearings outside 
the state capital, and in Kentucky, the legislature plans to 
holtl its first hearing for the 1983-84 block grant. 

Role of public input in state -- 
education block grant decision maki- 

As shown in table 5.2, state program officials relied on a 
number of sources of information to determine how to use the 
states' portion of the education block grant funds and how to 
develop the formula for distributing the LEAS' portion of the 
funds . State program officials most frequently rated the SACS 
as being of great importance. 
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Table 5.2 

Regarding Sources of ,,--r_ --*m That Were of Great Tnformation 
lmrmrtance for Ed'ucation B11&!Grant Decisions 

State portion LEA formula -e-m- 

-...-_I (number of states)---- 

1 

2 
7 
4 
0 

12 

4 

5 
4 

1 

4 
5 
3 
1 

13 

5 

3 
3 

Program officials in all states also made program changes 
'b;:~tred on SAC recommendations. In addition, six states made 
cl~;lrlgcs b;iscc.l on comments on draft plans, and six made changes 
I>+~sc;rl on information obtained through public hearings I Many of 
i::I~e c.!hanc~(.+s matIc? as a result of SAC recommendations were related 
t-0 t,hc ~11.striI~ut.ion formulas. Hearings and comments on draft 
pl ;lns 1 t:r'i to other types of changes. For example, i.n Texas 
tlc!;irirlga l..e(f tc.1 an increase in desegregation funds from the 
SP:A's sh;ire of the block grant distributed to LEAS. In Cali- 
forliic.i, comments on draft plans led to the reallocation of funds 
irk or(lf;'r- 1~ highl.ight staff development. 

The crlucation block grant requires systematic consultation 
1.1~ 1,KAs with parents, teachers, and others. Like the SEAS, 
1 INZF~~ ~+c:hc~)l (1, istr icts relied heavily on advisory committees as 
't::llt: i.r 1m.!1..1r0tI r~f crE)taini.ng parental. views. Our survey of differ- 
c:t1t; 9 i.;r,L? ~chc~:,1. rlI.stricts showed that a greater proportion of 
1 ;~t-~~c: tlistricts relied on district level advisory committees 
( 53 f~rcen(1.) than (I.itl smaller tlistricts (36 percent) . Sma II and 
rr\etl.ir~rrt-size~l clistricts tended to rely more on consultation with 
.irlI:ercsst-e(l parties than any other mechanism. Districts of all. 
s"izeH al so rel.i.e<l moderately on opportunities at school board 
rntr;tr i.rlrja (al~out 53 percent) and the use of school building 
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i~r'lvi sory commi tztees (about 43 percent.) . Districts rarely used 
sl.rcci.ill ]~)ubl.ir: meetings, distrF<::t maiIings, or solicited written 
I.:oInIneIrt:~ ;:~a means of obtaining parental views. 

!>i.stricts soIi,ci.ted the views of nonpublic school adminis- 
tratt)rs prirnari7.y through direct consultation. Fifty-one 
t>etc:erlt of the metl.ium school districts and 64 percent of the 
lar(~e school districts used consultations in the majority of 
,i. n H t,:- a n c e s t whereas 29 percent of small districts used consulta- 
t.i.ons. 

Many interest groups increased their level of activity with 
R tilt 6.2 0 i E ic ia 1 s , anal by a slight margin, more were satisfied 
t'tlan tli.ssatisfied with state efforts to facilitate interest 
g rr.rup .i. rlptl t, into etlucation block grant program decisions. Elow- 
(fver, they were iLLmost evenly split in their satisfaction or 
(lissatisfaction with state responses to issues that concerned 
them I Interest group respondents generally believed state deci- 
sions on the allocation and use of funds adversely affected 
groups they represented, and many saw block grants as a less de- 
sirable way to fund education programs. In contrast, local of- 
ficials were generally pleased with the block grant approach, 
whi.le state officials' views were mixed. 

Interest S;lross have mixed -""-ey.-~-.- ~ .--- 
reactions to state efforts to .~~~;T~~~tl;?lcl'~T~~~~~~~~'--~'--- 
I-.-_--.-__-..----_I--_- - 

About: 40 percent of the interest group respondents that had 
some know1 edge of the education block grant told us they had in- 
crcasc~l their levels of activity with SEAS and/or state legisla- 
Lure-+a since block grant implementation.2 About three-quarters 
of those qsou~~s responding to our questionnaire were statewide 
c>rq;~nj~~;it ions. The remainder were county-level, regional, or 
rrlul.tistnte grc>\n~,"". These groups were involved in a wide range 
of i.l<>t. i vities to learn about or influence programs funded by the 
etluc!at.ion block grant (see app. VIII, table 1) . Chart 5.2 shows 
the clegree 1;o wh.ich the surveyed interest groups who had some 

2We SWIt. c?l q11c 2stionnCaire to interest groups in the 13 states, 
and 179 of the 7RQ respondents indicated they had some knowl- 
cclge of proyrarns funcled by the education block grant. Not all 
179, 110wever, answered each question in our questionnaire. The 
numlxzr of rcsy>onses to our questions ranged from 73 to 179. 
The actual. numlxrs of respondents on a question-by-question 
basis are cletailet3 in appendix VIII. 



knc,wl.c~lqc about. the education block grant participated in vari- 
c)H:~ nspects of state processes for obtaining citizen input. 

CHART 5.2 
INTEREST GROUP PARTICIPATION IN THE 
EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT INPUT PROCESS 

Al-EMED OR TESTXFIED AT HfZARINGS 

HET IWORHALLY WITH STATE CWICIALS 51 

ATTENW STATE Sf’ONSOREO IIEETWGS 42 

SWUTTED CflMMNTS ON STATE PLANS 30 

I 

I I I I I I 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 
PERCENT OF INTEREST GROUPS INVOLVED 

NOTEr PWCENTAGES DERIVED FRO!4 A BASE OF 179 RESPONDENTS 

'17~62 most: prevalent forms used by interest groups to provide 
;.input were hearings and informal meetings with state officials. 
'Fifty-two percent of the responding interest groups attended or 
t:estiEied at hearings, Attendance and testimony were somewhat 
hi.gher ii-t executive rather than legislative hearings, as shown 
i.n Lablo 5.3. 
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Table 5.3 -m--1 

Percent of Interest Group Participation 
in Different Aspects of Hearings Process 

&%s.pect of process --- Percent --j_ 

At~t,erdantre at : 
Rxecut i,ve hearings 
T&g’islative hearings 

Test imony at : 
Executive hearings 
Legislative hearings 

43 
31 

26 
21 

interest group satisfaction with various state efforts to 
facilitate public input varied. However, a slightly larger 
share of interest group respondents were satisfied than dissat- 
isfied with most state efforts (see app. VIII, table 2). The 
greatest percentage of groups were satisfied with the accessi- 
biT.ity of state officials for consultation (64 percent). Also, 
a majority indicated satisfaction with the composition and role 
of advisory groups. The major points of dissatisfaction were 
with the availability of information before hearings and the 
opportuni,ty to comment on revisions to state plans once they are 
.in oper;ttion. While interest groups were often split in their 
i~SS(~SSlllE:Iltf3, those interest groups participating in a state's 
input process by attending or testifying at hearings, submitting 
comments on state plans, etc. , were more satisfied than those 
groups not actively involved. 

Many of the interest groups surveyed cited three issues as 
bcinc~ of great concern to interest groups: maintaining or in- 
creasing funding for specific services; for services to pro- 
tecter1 groups, such as minorities and handicapped: and for geo- 
graphic areas within a state. Program officials also noted that 
these issues were of great concern during executive branch hear- 
ings. Chart 5.3 shows interest groups were almost evenly split 
in their satisfaction with state responses to these key con- 
terns. 
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CHART 5.3 
INTER&ST GROUPS” SATISFACTION WITH STATE 

SATTSFIED RESPONSES TO ISSUES Of GREAT CONCERN 

III OISSATISFJW 
--- 

FUNDING FOR SPECICFIC SERVICES 

41 
SERVICES FOR PROTECTED GROUPS 

33 
IFUNDING FOR GEOGRAPHK AREAS H I 

I I I I I I --r- 
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 

PERCENT OF INTEREST GROUPS 

1.trt<~rest qrouyrs. 'I~rogratn officiaI.s in seven states, and guber- 
t/latorisl ~f:aff in five states, said the erlucation block grant 
~~ilvct them more f~Lexibi.'l..i.ty than prior categorical programs. In 
iltl~li. t.ion, educriti.on proqra~n officials in 10 states believed that 
rer11lc:at ior1 l)l-c)ck grant r&~u.iretnent:s were less burdensome than 
those oE the pric.>r categorical programs. TAocal. school districts 
a1.m l~;rc:civc!tl bl.ock grants IX bc? more Elexihle and less burden- 
F;oIrIC l l,arqe t1i.strict.s saw the block grant as even more flexible 
ant1 1 c2s.3~ l~urtli!r~sr>rnr~ khan &id sma ll.er districts. 

I&~ause 130 percent. of the T)l.ock grant funds have to be 
p:~stz~(~l through to l,KAs, SPA offi.cia1.s ' views were somewhat mixed 
cronctzrning the El.exi.bi..l.i.t,y of the erlucation block grant, 



Specifically, for the 11 states providing information, education 
officials in 6 states believed that the block grant approach was 
a more desirable funding mechanism than the prior categorical 
approach. These same officials generally said that the block 
grant was more flexible and less burdensome than the prior cate- 
qoricals. For example, Iowa program officials indicated that 
the block grant was more desirable because local districts have 
more control over the use of the funds and that the state was 
able to provide education assistance more efficiently with less 
red tape. In the other five states, one official saw no differ- 
ence between the block grant and the prior categorical approach, 
while four believed the block grant was less desirable. For ex- 
ample, Massachusetts program officials reported that the block 
grant was less desirable since the state has no control over the 
local use of the funds. 

Also, legislative leaders and gubernatorial staffs in 10 of 
the 13 states said block grants were a more desirable approach 
to funding programs than the categorical approach. Only 3 out 
of 39 responding legislative leaders believed that the block 
grants were less desirable: the other state officials that re- 
sponded saw little or no difference between the approaches. 
Seventy-six percent of the LEAS we surveyed saw the block grant 
as a more desirable approach, while 5 percent found it less 
desirable and 19 percent saw little difference. 

Interest groups, on the other hand, did not generally per- 
ceive the block grant approach to be a desirable method of fund- 
ing education programs. Only 21 percent of interest group re- 
spondents said the education block grant was more desirable than 
the categorical programs, while 64 percent saw the approach as 
less desirable. The remaining 15 percent saw little or no dif- 
ference. Those interest groups that were less satisfied with 
the block grant approach generally perceived that state block 
grant decisions on the allocation and use of funds had adversely 
affected those groups or individuals they represented. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The mandated role of governors and legislators in the SAC 
and the limited increase in flexibility brought about by the 
consolidation of education categorical programs has contributed 
to the increased role of some governors and a majority of legis- 
latures. Also, states used methods to obtain public input in 
addition to those required by the block grant legislation. 
States used advisory committees as well as the other sources of 
input when making program decisions. Similarly, local school 
districts used advisory committees to solicit public input. 
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'Interest groups were generally pleased with their informal 
access to state officials: however, their assessments of other 
aspects of state efforts to facilitate public input were mixed. 
Marty were dissatisfied with the availability of information 
before hearings ani the timing of hearings in relation to the 
timing of state decisions. Also, they were evenly divided in 
their assessment of the adequacy of state responses to their 
primary concerns. 

Most state and local officials, however, saw the block 
qrant as less burdensome than the prior categorical proqrams and 
qenerally viewed it as a more desirable method of funding educa- 
tion proqrarns. Several state education officials found the 
block qrant approach to be less flexible than the prior cate- 
qorical approach due to the GO-percent pass-through requirement. 
CIn the other hand, many interest groups generally viewed it to 
he a less desirable method of funding education programs and 
believed that state block grant tlecisions adversely affected the 
groups they represented. 
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AI”l’l’:NI-I IX .I 

GAO REPORTS ISSIJED TO DATE ON -- -- 

IMPLEMENTATION OF BLOCK GMTS CREATED ---- 

BY THE OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981a --....."-.----a 

States Are Makin Implementinq the Small Cities 
Program - ( GAO/RCED-83-186, 

Maternal and Child Health Block Grant: .- Program Changes Emerginq 
~~~~~~eAdmini.strationl-(GAI)/ElliD-84-35, May 7, 1984) - --__ -_-----. ----. 

States IJse Added Flexibilit~ffered bche Preventive Health ---T---- bna?~~a~~h Services Block crant-(??AmRD-%&-41, May 8, 1984) m--m .I_ --.I".m"..-I--------- - 

States Irave Made Few Changes in Impementin --A"......-.._-----..-- 
Abuse, and Mental Health Serbz&? Block Grant 
z%KzY=?;-~~~4~ 

--- "._--- 

States Fund an Expanded -l--"-- -, "-."e..- - "S 1_".^_ Range of Activities Under Low-Income 
1Iome Bnerqx Assistance Block Grant (GAO/HRD-84-64, June 27, .,n-.4T" _*""_ ,m-.--- -I---"I_-- 

States Else Several Strategies to Co e With Fundin ---- .-.- I......-...-.-.---T-I-- 
---"--$&~84-68,gA~~:u~~i~~~4) 1Jnder Social Services Block Grant "- -- ._l--- ---- - ---.-. -_-- 

Commun.it~ Services Block Grant: New State Role Brings Program 
~~~-~~~~nistrati~anSjes(GA~/11nD-84-76, Sept. 28, 1984) - --_-.----- 

Federal A encies' -"---* ,,-"- Block Grant Civil Rights Enforcement Efforts: 
-G-D-84-82, Sept. 28, 1984) A Status Report ,l"-."....".-l-ll- -- 

"GAO plans to issue additional reports on block grants. 
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APPENDIX II 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT-AND BUDGET'S 

LISTING OF PROGRAMS CONSOLIDATED ------- 

INTO THE EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT 

Civil Rights Technical Assistance and Training 
Teacher Centers 
Alcohol. and Drug Abuse Education Program 
I~'ol.10~ Through 
Strengthening State Educational Agency Management 
Teacher Corps - Operations and Training 
Emergency School Aid Act - Basic Grants to Local Education 

Agencies 
Rmergency School Aid Act - Grants to Non-Profit Organizations 
1;:mergency School Aid Act - Educational TV and Radio 
lirlucational Television and Radio Programming 
Use of Technology in Basic Skills Instructor 
Ethnic Heritage Studies Program 
National Diffusion Program 
Career Education 

~ Etlucation for the Use of the Metric System of Measurement 
~ Education for Gifted and Talented Children and Youth (State 

Administered and Discretionary Programs) 
Community Education 
Consumers' Education 
Elementary and Secondary School Education in the Arts 
Instructional Material and School Library Resources 
Improvement in L,ocal Educational Practice 
International Understanding Program 
i:mergency School Aid Act - Magnet Schools, University/Business 

Cooperation and Neutral Site Planning 
Career Education State Allotment Program 
Basic Skills Improvement 
Emergency School Aid Act - Planning Grants 
Emergency School Aid Act - Pre-Implementation Assistance Grants 
IQnergency School Aid Act - Out-of-Cycle Grants 
Emergency School Aid Act - Special Discretionary Assistance 

Grants 
Emergency School Aid Act - State Agency Grants 
Emergency School Aid Act - Grants for the Arts 
Biomedical Sciences for Talented Disadvantaged Secondary 

Students 
Prc-College Teacher Development in Science Programs 
Secretary's Discretionary Program 
Iaw-Related Education 
Cities in Schools 
I”1JS1I for Excellence 
15mergency School Aid Act - Evaluation Contracts 
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APPENDIX III 
. 

STATE BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS 

1981a 1982 1983 1981-83 

Nationwide $510,319,000 $442,176,000 $450,655,000 -12 

California 54,246,507 
CoLorado 5,470,881 
Florida 15,189,568 
Iowa 5,003,104 
Kentucky 5,886,713 
Massachusetts LO, 653,970 
Michigan 20,542,592 
Mississippi 7,674,512 
New York 48,291,827 
Pennsylvania 20,340,163 
Texas 27,272,790 
Vermont 1,809,738 
Washington 9,658,260 

Total $232,040,625 

Percent 
change 

41,291,513 42,415,392 -22 
5,222,993 5,394,131 -1 

15,925,153 16,495,899 +9 
5,330,630 5,384,911 +8 
7,057,931 7,155,292 +22 

10,173,811 10,198,136 -4 
18,231,652 18,220,177 -11 

5,283,645 5,394,131 -30 
31,340,643 31,599,467 -35 
20,966,546 21,087,827 +4 
27,672,974 29,026,882 +6 

2,187,360 2,229,304 +23 
7,348,289_ 7,579,443 -22 

$198,033,140 $202,180,992 

aFunding for the categorical programs consolidated into the 
block grant. 
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TECHNICAL DESCRIPTION OF GAO'S 

APPENDIX IV 

SURVEY AND SAMPLING METHODOLOGY --- 

In I;‘ebruary 1984 we sent a questionnaire to a random sample 
of J~,JU$s to obtain information concerning the administration of 
(:hapt":r:r 2 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act, 
m tihfi 13 states we sampled LEAs with enrollments of over 50 
i3tu(lerIl...s (luring SY 1982-83. 

'I'his appendix contains a technical description of our sur- 
vey clesign, pretesting of the questionnaire, selection of the 
sample , calculation of the effective universe and sample size, 
irrlfl c:aLc\xlation of the nonresponse rate and sampling error. 

QLJESTIONNAIRE DESIGN .------. 

The questionnaire was designed to elicit the LEAS' experi- 
ences and opinions about the administration of Chapter 2. 
Speci..fically, we asked LEAs 

--the amount of Chapter 2 funds they received, 

--haw Chapter 2 funds were used, 

--who was involved in Chapter 2 funding decisions, 

--the procedures used to obtain citizen views, and 

--general impressions concerning the block grant. 

L."RF:T~;S'J'ING THE QUESTIONNAIRE ..---------- 

Before the questionnaire was used, it was pretested in 
three i,lWs that had received Chapter 2 funds in SY 1982-83. The 
~I,EAs represented the various sizes likely to be found in the 
popuLiltiorr surveyed. 

In the first phase of the pretest, LEA Chapter 2 officials 
completed a questionnaire as if they had received it in the 
ma i. ‘L . A trained GAO observer noted unobtrusively the time it 
took to comp1.et.e each question and any difficulties the subject 
expe ricnce~l . During the second phase, a standardized procedure 
W?LI; usctl to elicit the subjects' description of the various 
di.Efi.cruLties and considerations encountered as they completed 
ciic:?I i. tern s The procedure used only nondirect inquiries to en- 
911l-(? tl~t the subject was not asked leading questions. 
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l3ased on the resu1t.s of the pretest., we revised the ques- 
tionnaire to ensure that ( 11 the potenCi.al subjects could and 
wouLd provide the information requested and (2) al.1 questions 
were fair, reLevant, easy to answer, and relatively free of 
design flaws that could introduce bias or error into the study 
reYuI..ts I We also tested to .i.nsure that the task of completing 
the questionnaire wou1.d not place too great a burden on t.he LEA 
Chapter 2 official. 

The universe for our sample was a List of 5,543 LEAs with 
enrollments of over 50 students included in a master data file 
compl.eted by the National Center for Educational Statistics. 
The universe was stratified by size for each state. Small, 
medium, nncl Large LEAS were grouped for each state based on the 
number of LEAs that fe1.I below -1 standard error of the mean, 
between -1 and +1. standard error of the mean, and above +1 
standard error of the mean, respectively. 

A stratified, random samp1.e of I.,332 LEAS was drawn to oh- 
tnin an overall sampling error of + 3 percent at the 9%percent 
confidence level. This sampl.ing plan makes it possible to 
analyze the data in relation to each LEA and to examine the 
operation of Chapter 2 of all. I,FXs in the 13 states. Table 1 
shows the estimated number of LE5As that woul..d have responded had 
we sent the questionnaire to all. 5,543 LEAs. 

The questionnaire was administered through the mail. The 
data were collected between February and June 1984. A follow-up 
letter was sent to those who faiLed to respond 6 weeks after the 
i.ni.tiaI. mailing. Six weeks later a follow-up mail-gram was sent 
to those who still had not responded. 

State/size 

California: 
Small 
Medium 
Large 

cc', 1 0 rat10 : 
Small. 
Medium 
L,arge 

Table 1 

Original Sample Valid Adjusted 
universe size response universe - 

7 1. 1 '36 86 637 
39 6 6 39 

214. 28 28 214 

144 66 53 116 
8 4 4 8 

27 3. 2 10 22 
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API?E3wIX IV 

Original 
universe _-"-- 

Sample Valid Adjusted 
size response universe 

46 46 40 40 
a 8 7 7 

13 13 11 11 

337 87 76 295 
21 5 5 21 
06 22 21 82 

118 54 53 117 
21 10 9 19 
42 19 18 40 

202 62 52 170 
21 6 5 17 

1. 2 3 38 34 110 

372 81 72 331 
47 10 10 47 

126 29 29 126 

87 44 43 85 
15 8 8 15 
50 25 21 42 

561 92 87 533 
as 14 12 69 

106 18 16 94 

366 78 72 338 
58 14 12 50 

1.10 27 26 106 

831 119 104 727 
37 5 5 37 

:1f30 26 25 173 
59 59 50 50 

196 71 
12 5 
68 25 ---- .- 

67 185 
4 10 

24 65 -- ,- 

5,543 1,332 
--- . . 

1,205 5,048 

~Verrnorrt T.,F:A enrollment counts were not available before the 
mailing of the questionnaire. Therefore, universe size figures 
were not available. 
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nr)t’r~:r\ll).r x I v 

C’!ALC!IJLA?.‘ING THE NONRESPONSE -..--.--;----“-..-“---~-- 
RA’FH AN11 SAMPLING ERROR ----.- .- me.“-.---*“- -*-- 

'1'11,e overal. nonresponse rate was about nine percent, Be- 
(3i'l\l!"3C! WC! sc?l.ectetl a statistical sample of LEAs in the 13 states, 
c;ic.:t~ esti.mate ~'leveloped from the sample has a measurable preci- 
s ion, or smpl. irig error . The sampling error is the maximum 
;~rnr)u~~t hy which the estimate obtained from a statistical sample 
c'krl hC? oxpectetl to differ from the true universe characteristic 
(vF"ll,t~c) WC? are estimating. Sampling errors are usua1l.y stated 
a tr i+ c6-!rt,11 in confidence level --in this case 95 percent. This 
rnc:;lnr-r 1:I~e chances are 19 out of 20 that, if we surveyed all LEAs 
in t.lle 13 states, the results of such a survey would differ from 
the t?.rt.i.Irrates obtained from our sample by less than the sampI.ing 
errors (,>f the such estimates. 

The table below presents selected estimates and their 
assoc i.at:e{l sampling error at the 95-percent confidence 

Percent 
respnse 

97.757 

86.321 

93.314 

83.35 

00.452 

79.320 

76.861 

1.2.80 

5.706 

29.139 

4.609 

33.389 

8.035 

Sampling 
error(+) -- 

.920 

1.988 

1.435 

2.150 

2.253 

2.314 

2.379 

1.291 

.867 

1.856 

.774 

1.936 

1.586 

Estimated 
universe 

4,929 

4,352 

4,705 

4,202 

4,056 

3,999 

3,875 

$142,812,500 $39,677,100 

level. 

Sampling 
error(+) --- 

46 

100 

72 

108 

114 

117 

120 

%wL:34G - l"icprescnts the estimated universe of LJ%s that allocatd Chapter 2 
funcIs t() au~1ic.Pvisual., in-service training, books, contracts, carrquters, 
xltl/( :, r Wlaries in SY 1982-83. 

62 



APPENDIX V 

DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY --- 

To obtain information concerning the implementation and 
administration of block grants in 1.3 states, we collected data 
from two sets of sources: 

1. Individuals or organizations having interest in a 
single block grant, such as the state office that 
administers the block grant. 

2. Individuals or organizations potentially having inter- 
est in more than one block grant, such as groups within 
the state legislature. 

In some instances we obtained data directly from records 
available at organizations we visited; however, most of the data 
were provided to us by individuals or arganizations. Most data 

:collection took place during the period October 1983 to April 
;1984. 

We developed four data collection instruments for use in 
obtaining information from the first set of sources referred to 
above and five for use in obtaining information from the second 
set of sources. The instruments we used to obtain information 
from sources having interest in a single block grant were: 

--Program Officials Questionnaire. 

--Financial Information Schedules. 

--State Audit Guide. 

--T.,ocal. Education Agencies Questionnaire. 

Almost identical versions of the Program Officials Ques- 
tionnaire were used for al.1 block grants we reviewed. The other 
three instruments listed above were to a much greater degree 
tailored to the specific block grant. 

Questionnaires were used to obtain information from sources 
with potential interest in more than one block grant. The five 
respondent groups for these questionnaires were 

--governors' offices, 

--state legislative leadership, 
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-- 0 tat<:! l.eqislative fiscal officer(s), and 

--pul>l.ic! interest groups. 

The approach we generally took with these questionnaires 
was tn ask about the respondent's specific experience with the 
'r>lc,ck grants and then ask some questions about general. impres- 
si..t>n~ anrj. views concerning the block grant concept. 

The primary focus of our study was at the state level.; 
tL,hu s , most of our tlata collect.ion took place there. Even when 
co1 lectirrg data from other than the state level., state implemen- 
E.at.ion ;lnrl administration remained our major interests. The 
c ~1~~2 s !: ions i.n the Puhl.ic Interest Groups Questionnaire concerned 
l.lke qrou~)'s views as to the manner in which the state irnple- 
ment..etl and administered each block grant. The purpose of the 
r,c)(.:i\l. llducation Agency Questionnaire was to obtain the persgec- 
tLive of a representative sample of LEAS on how Chapter 2 is 
!>pt!r;.~Cr'~g ;%t the school district level.. 

The questionnaires were pretested and subjected to external. 
review before their use. The extent of pretest and review 
v;~r.ie~l with the questionnaire, but in each case one ox: more 
st:.:~t;c: oEf'i.ci.als or organizations knowledgeable about block 
cJtzE?I n t; 53 recreI.vecl copies of the questionnaire and provided their 
ccxi~m~nt~ on i.t . 

The Financial. Information Schedules were discussed with 
ofi'l~r organizations that had obtained similar information at the 
stnt:c level in the past. The topics to be included in the LEA 
questionnnire were discussed with LEAS before the final instru- 
ment was produced. 

The sections below present a detailed description oE the 
cc,r~I:ents of each of the data collection instruments, as well as 
information on the source of the data and the method by which 
the i.nstr\lment was administered. 

Content -- .-.__-- 

'l'hi w questionnaire was designed to elicit information about 
t:.irc ii(llni.tli.strat.iorl of the htock grant. It asked state program 
(1 f f i c i,, ill 9 al-Jell t:. 
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APPENDIX V 

---the ways in which the state established priorities and 
j,)rucyrarn objectives, 

* 
--t:he J.>rocedures used to obtain the views of citizens and 

ot.hc?r interested groups, 

--the scope of the state's data collection efforts, 

--the extent to which technical assistance was provided 
to state and Local recipients, 

--the state's procedures and practices for monitoring LEAS, 
ilil(l 

--the state's general impressions concerning block grants. 

Source of information ----"e.... ,..e _l...m---- -- 

The questionnaires were completed by officials or their 
rt?prosentatives i.n the program offices primarily responsible for 
;~(ltr\i.ni.stering the block grant in the 13 states included in our 
$3 t.. wl y . WC specified in the questionnaire that the responses 
r~l~r)ulcI represent the official. position of the program office. 

Our fie1.d staff identified the senior program official in 
(I< ieI-1 s t.i:t t.c tinti delivered the questionnaire to the office of that 
official . The state program official was asked to complete the 
c~uef3tl. iontiairo with help, if necessary, from other staff and re- 
Lilt-r1 l".he (~UC.~:, ~~'ti.onnaire to our representative who delivered it. 
A s 8 r ie s ~,f- selective follow-up questions were developed to ob- 
I-C n ilclrli.ti.onal. information, primarily when certain responses 

WLtl-C (3 iven . 

Content ..- f_--- - .- 

The purpose of these schedules was to obtain the best 
av~li..l.;1bIc tlnta on how states and J,EAs were spending block grant 
fI.IlI(lR 0x1 4ement;ary and secondary education program areas. 
'rhC::;E_? :;c:he(luI.es show for 1.981, 1982, and 1983 the amount of 
funcling .I.n each predecessor categorical program area from: 

--F'ccleral categorical funds going through the state 
government. 
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--Block grant funds, 

Source of information -_c- - 

The funding data were obtained from program budget informa- 
tion avaiLabLe if(i, I ire! :;t;;tt.c level u 

Method of adminis t.ru t.ion -------- -- 

Our staff worked with state program and budget officials to 
complete our pro forma funding schedules. 

Content. --- 

Our field staff used this audit guide to collect informa- 
tion on the state administration and management of the education 
block grant. The areas covered in this guide included 

--reviewing the overall state education planning process 
an(l t3etermining how planning for the education block 
grant funds and programs fit into this process, 

--determining how the states allocated education block 
grant funds to T,EAs, 

--determining the roles and responsibilities of the SACS, 
and 

--identifying the administrative structure used by the 
state to provide education programs. 

Source of information 

The information was obtained from state documents and 
through interviews with state officials. 

Method of administration _- 

A detailed audit guide was used by our field staff to ob- 
tain this information. Follow-up meetings were held with state 
official.s for further infarmation or clarification of data. 
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This ~*juostionnaire was designed to elicit information about 
lww t.1~~: c~lueation block grant is operating at the LEA level. It 
ri:31'rc:,l T.,KA 0 E F.icials about 

-- Lh cz amount oE Chapter 2 funds they received, 

--how Chapter 2 funds were used as compared to funds 
received under the antecedent categorical programs, 

--who was involved in deciding how Chapter 2 funds would 
I)(!! USC?d, 

--the procedures used to obtain the views of citizens and 
other interested groups, and 

-- t.‘r1c! T,I;:A's general impressions concerning the block grant. 

;Sourcc of information ",,I --,- "*I *II,,"- ,,,, ~ ""ml- .- mm--,,--- 

Wle clllestionnaircs were completed by officials responsible 
f~~c)t* irtl~ninj.:;t(~riny the LEA. 

Met.horl of ntlministration -- ", _i_l_ll -.-..- -.-- -.--- ~ 

The cllrc?r,1_ic~nrrilircs were mailed to a representative sample 
off small ) rnet'liurri, and large LEAs in the 13 states. A follow-uy? 
I czf.(:,t3r ant1 mai Igran were sent to those who failed to respond 
w i.th in 6 arrcl 1.2 weeks, respectively, after the initial mailing. 
Of the 1, 332 tJWs in our sample, 1,205 responded to the 
quc2st itrnn;?lirc. 

CXWKIINOR S OFE‘ICII: QUESTIONNAIRE ",ll_ . . - _I--.I- - ..-_-----. 

Con tent --l"-l-l---.- 

Th i >; questionnaire focused on the role played by the 
qove rnor +lnr1 7Gs office in implementing and administering the 
~i,l c,ck gr.:lnts . Questions included were 

--the extent of the governor's involvement in the decision- 
m;rk.incj pf0CeSs 
;:~1lrrli.r'1Istrat.ion, 

regarding block grant funding and 

--what the governor did to obtain information or exercise 
~:ot~l..rol over the setting of state program priorities, 
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--whether there are any changes anticipated in the way in 
which 'the governor will exercise control in the futwe, 

--if additional. federal technical assistance would have 
been useful, and 

--what the governor's general impression was about block 
r~rants l 

Source of information 

The questionnaire was completed by the governor or a repre- 
sentative designated by the governor. 

Method of administration ----. _I 

The questionnaires were mailed directly to the governors, 
with all governors or their designated representative respond- 
ing. When completed, the questionnaires were returned to one of 
our representatives. 

STATE L,EGISLATIVE LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE ---.-.-- 

Content .~-I 

This questionnaire was used to obtain information about the 
perceptions oE state legislative leaders concerning block 
grantx3 * The questions asked legislative leaders included 

--how block grants affected the way in which the state 
1egisZature set program and funding priorities, 

--what the major benefits were of funding programs through 
block grants, 

--how block grants could be improved, and 

--their general impressions about block grants, 

Source of information ----- 

We compiled a list of legislative leaders based on a publi- 
ciition by the Council of State Governments, State Legislative 
Leadership: Committees and Staff, 1983-84. Generally there were 
Eur per state: the presiding officer of the senate, the senate 
minority leader, the speaker of the house, and the house minor- 
ity leader. A total of 48 questionnaires were administered, and 
40 completed questionnaires were returned, for a response rate 
of 83 percent. 
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Method of administration 

Our staff delivered the questionnaire to the offices of the 
legislative leaders in each state. We asked that they complete 
the questionnaire and return it to our representative who 
delivered it. 

STATE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES QUESTIONNAIRE 

Content 

The questionnaire requested information about public hear- 
ings concerning block grants held by committees of the state 
legislature in the 13 states. Questions included were 

--how many hearings were held and where, 

--who sponsored the public hearings, 

--what mechanisms were used to inform citizens that hear- 
ings were being held, 

--who testified at the hearings, and 

--what were the concerns of those testifying. 

Source of information 

Our field staff attempted to identify those committees in 
each state that held public hearings for the 1983 block grants. 
The questionnaires were completed by senior committee staff 
responsible for organizing public hearings on block grants. 
Twenty-eight committees received questionnaires, and all com- 
pleted and returned them. 

Method of administration 

Our staff delivered the questionnaire to each legislative 
~ committee that held public hearings for 1983 block grants. A 

senior committee staff member was requested to complete the 
questionnaire and return it to our staff member who delivered 
it, We followed up on selected questions for additional infor- 
mation. 
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APPENDIX V 

Content .----".." 

The purpose of this questionnaire was to obtain information 
about the procedures used by the state legislatures to control 
and monitor block grant programs. Specifically, we asked 

--what control or monitoring mechanisms the state legisla- 
ture has and whether they have changed since block grants 
were implemented by the state, 

--how block grant funds are appropriated, 

--whether public hearings led to changes in the use of 
block grant funds, 

--what role the legislature played in changing executive 
agencies' block grant plans or proposals, and 

--the fiscal officer's general impressions about block 
grants. 

Source of information ------ 

Legislative fiscal officers are generally the directors of 
the permanent, professional staffs of state legislatures. TO 

identify the appropriate staff persons to whom we should direct 
our cIucstionnai.re, we sought the assistance of the National Con- 
ference on State Legislatures, the National Association of State 
Ipiscal Officers, and the Council of State Governments. 

Method of administration ---..- 

Our staff delivered 19 questionnaires to fiscal officers in 
t'hc 1.3 fit&es. Seventeen were completed and returned, for an 
S9-percent response rate. We followed up on questions for addi- 
tional information, as needed. 

PIJBLIC INTEREST GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE ---- 

Content --- 

This questionnaire asked various public interest groups 
cabout 

--their involvement with and perceptions of block grants, 
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--their perceptions about the state's efforts to solicit 
ant1 incorporate citizen input. into state decisions made 
on block grants, 

--their views as to the impact of changes made by the state 
on those represented by the group, and 

--their perceptions of c'hanges in civil rights enforcement 
ills a result of block grants. 

Source of information ---*_--- 

The names and addresses of interest groups were obtained 
fr-Olll several. sources. Initially we contacted about 200 national 
level organizations and asked if they had state affiliates that 
might have dealt with the implementation of the block grants. 
Vrom those that responded affirmatively, we requested the names 
and addresses of their state affiliates. A list of 200 national 
level organizations was developed by GAO staff. 

This List was supplemented, where possible, by lists of 
~ interest groups compiled from attendance rosters kept by state 
~ agencies during their public hearings. The availability and 

useful.ness of these Lists varied by state. 

Once an initial list was compiled, we sent it to our staff 
i.n eilch of the 13 states. They, in turn, showed these lists to 
state officials involved with the block grants and to a small, 
cliverse cjroup of respondents on the lists. These groups pro- 
vicletl corrections and recommended additions of groups that they 
Ce I. t were +kctive in block grant implementation but were not on 
5)u.r initial List. 

The results of the selection process were not intended to 
be viewed as either the universe of public interest groups 
knowledqeable about block grants or a representative sample of 
public interest groups for any state or block grant. We 
heLieve, however, the interest groups we contacted provided a 
tfiverse cross-section of organizations knowledgeable about the 
etlucation hLock grant implementation. 

Method of administration -..#...,-- I_- 

Questionnaires were mailed to the identified public inter- 
est groups with an enclosed, stamped, pre-addressed envelope. A 
fol.L.ow-up Letter and questionnaire were sent to those who faiLed 
to respontl within 3 weeks after the initial mailing. 
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Of the 1,662 groups on our final list, 786 returned com- 
p1.et:cd questionnaires, for a 47-percent response rate. Of the 
compl.eted questionnaires, 179 indicated that they had at least 
some knowledge of the implementation of the education block 
~.~rant in the state in which their organization was located. 
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IAZ RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS CONCERNING ,--v 

EXTENT OF INVOLVEMENT OF DIFFERENT - -- 

GKOUPS IN CHAPTER 2 PLANNING PROCESS 

Local sch001 
boa rtl 

rl’lcachers 
rJnrents 
Public schoo.1 

administrators 
School nuilding 

ildvisory 
eommi..ttee 

District level 
nrlvisory 

Percent very 
greatly to 
moderately 

involved 

Percent 
slightly 

to not 
involved 

Percent 
of no 

basis to 
judge 

Percent of 
total 

estimated 
universe 

71 29 <l 96 
87 13 <l 97 
58 41 1 95 

98 2 0 97 

53 40 7 

62 32 6 

94 

93 
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SY 81-82 
SK t32-83 
SK 83-84 

SY 81-82 80 20 91 
SK 82-83 81 19 91 
SK 83-84 80 21 89 

SY 81-112 27 74 80 
SY 32-83 45 55 82 
SY 83-84 45 55 80 

SY al-82 23 77 78 
SY t32-83 36 64 7t3 
SY 83-84 39 61 77 

LEA RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS CONCERNING 

FUNDING OF CHAPTER 2 ACTIVITIES 

FKOM SCHOOL YEAR 81-82 TO SCHOOL YEAR 83-84 

Support of Classroom Instruction 

Estimated Estimated 
percent percent Percent of total 

yes no estimated universe - - 

51 49 84 
63 37 84 
64 36 83 

Support of Student Services 

Estimated Estimated 
percent percent Percent of total 

yes no estimated universe - 

Support of Staff Services 

Estimated Estimated 
percent percent Percent of total 

yeS no estimated universe - 

Support of Curriculum Development 

Estimated Estimated 
percent percent Percent of total 

yea no estimated universe - 
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Support of Student Assessment Activities ---**w-1-111 

EstimateCl Estimated 
percent percent Percent of total 

yes no estimated universe --_I -_-I--.-.-_- 

&Y 81-82 18 82 78 
SY 82-83 20 80 78 
SY 83-84 21 80 76 

SY 81-82 3 97 76 
SY 02-83 4 97 75 
SY 83-84 4 96 74 

Support for Desegregation Activities 

Estimated Estimated 
percent percent Percent of total 

Y!E no estimated universe -11 
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.LNTEREST GROUP RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS CONCERNING -- 

LMPLEMENTATIO~ OF THE EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT - -- 

Table 1 

Change in the Level of Activity 
.gor Ihierest Groups with Knowledge of the - 

Education Block Grant, 

Percent Percent Percent Number of 
increase same decrease -- respondents 

With state program 
officials 

With state legislature 
41 47 11 116 
38 51 10 117 

Table 2 

Education Interest Group Satisfaction 
With State Methods of Facilitating 

I?uhlic Innut Into Education Block Grant Decisions 

Jiearings .-- 
Percent Percent Number of 

satisfied dissatisfied respondents 

44 32 106 
40 31 103 

46 26 102 

30 

49 

36 

49 

21 

41 

104 

97 

95 
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[learings -. 

Comments on state --.-- plans 

Availability of copies of 
state intended use plans 

Length of comment period 
on state intended use 
plan 

Timing of comment period 
relative to state's 
allocation decision- 
making process 

Opportunity to comment on 
revised plans 

Advisory committees 

Role of advisory committees 
Composition of advisory 

committees 

Informal contact 

Accessibility of state 
officials for informal 
contact on block grants 

Percent Percent Number of 
satisfied dissatisfied respondents 

43 

36 

32 

27 

55 

SO 

64 18 103 

Table 3 

42 

31 

38 

54 

28 

26 

Degree of Satisfaction With State 
Responses to Issues of Great Concern to 

Interest Groups With Knowledae of the Block Grant 

Need to maintain or 
increase funding for 
specific services 

Need to maintain or 
increase funding for 
protected groups 

Need to maintain or 
increase funding for 
geographic areas 

108 

99 

96 

102 

93 

92 

Percent 
Percent dissat- Percent Number of 

satisfied isfied neutral respondents 

41 42 16 99 

41 41 19 91 

33 37 30 73 
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'Table 4 

Did Changes Made by States Have a -- 
Favorable or Adverse Effect on Individuals .---_--- .-_- 

or Groups Represented by Interest Groups -.-I ..-- 
That Had Knowledge of the Block Grant? .------.- 

i’e c’cc_:?rl t 

favorahl.c 
.." .I I"_ - . . ..-I." .-. - 

2% 

P’ercent . 
adverse .-l-_--l 

57 

Percent 
unsure/no effect 

21 

Table 5 

Number of 
respondents 

116 

Are Block Grants a More or Less 
Desiracie Way of Funding Education Programs Mm-- 

Than Were Catesorical Grants? 

Percent Percent 
equally less 

desirable desirable 

15 64 

Number of 
resnondents 

121 
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